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EDITOR’S  PREFACE. 


Attention  is  invited  to  the  Author’s  Preface  for  a  state¬ 
ment  of  the  purpose  and  scope  of  this  work,  wherein 
his  motive  may  best  be  understood,  viz.,  that  of  up¬ 
holding  functions  of  government  that  nowadays  are 
too  often  assailed  and  belittled  through  ignorance,  mis¬ 
conception,  or — what  is  more  dangerously  insidious 
than  either  of  these — the  levelling  spirit  so  characteristic 
of  the  age. 

Prom  a  keen  sense  of  duty,  and  as  a  deep  lover  of 
sound  doctrine  in  every  form,  he  gave  his  whole 
strength,  as  he  has  been  heard  to  remark — the  full 
weight  of  his  established  reputation,  others  might  say 
— to  the  above  cause  ;  the  more  so  as  he  was  strongly 
imbued  with  the  conviction  of  the  want  of  accord  of 
such  doctrines  with  popular  conceptions  of  them ; 
while  in  private  life  his  exceedingly  modest,  retiring 
disposition  made  him  shrink  from  notoriety,  and,  in 
the  opinion  of  those  who  knew  him,  the  intention  and 
sincerity  of  his  motives  were  beyond  question. 

Yet  withal  he  had  the  courage  of  his  convictions— 
from  which  nothing  could  make  him  swerve — with 
an  entire  freedom  from  that  baneful  spirit  of  policy, 
incident  to  the  political  atmosphere,  that  more  or  less 
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permeates  official  life  in  the  Colonies.  This  sterling 
characteristic  enabled  him  to  handle  the  ‘  burning 
questions  ’  referred  to  in  his  Preface  without  prejudice 
and  without  fear. 

His  exposition  of  some  of  the  complex  questions 
evoked  much  personal  abuse,  because  of  his  disapproval 
of  the  course  adopted  in  their  settlement,  that,  at  times, 
found  expression  in  bitter  terms. 

His  generous  and  sensitive  nature  felt  deeply 
this  unfair  treatment  at  the  hands  of  many  who  had 
long  trusted  in  his  opinions ;  for  his  labour  and  ex¬ 
perience  in  the  confidential  councils  of  Governors  and 
Administrations  had  dated  back  for  more  than  forty 
years,  in  the  capacity  of  constitutional  adviser,  to  an 
extent  not  again  likely  to  be  experienced  by  another — 
as  practical  government  in  the  Colony  had  been  during 
a  great  part  of  that  period  in  a  state  of  evolution. 

A  few  words  on  the  personality  of  the  Author  may 
not  be  considered  out  of  place. 

Born  in  London,  England,  on  July  30,  1821,  lie 
emigrated  with  his  family  to  Canada  when  eight  years 
of  age,  settling  down  at  Toronto,  then  known  as  York. 
His  father,  a  man  of  University  education  and  some 
literary  attainments,  intended  that  his  boy  should  be 
sent  to  the  Upper  Canada  College.  But  from  this  in¬ 
tention  he  was  dissuaded  by  his  son,  who  scouted  the 
idea — as  he  put  it — ‘  of  coming  to  a  new  country  to  be 
educated,’ and  declared  his  intention  of  seeking  his  own 
livelihood.  Though  .of  such  tender  age,  he  shortly 
put  his  purpose  into  execution  by  publishing  the 
first  map  extant  of  the  town  ,of  York.  To  execute  this 
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design  lie  paced  all  the  streets  and  reduced  his  measure¬ 
ments  to  a  scale.  A  member  of  the  local  legislature  was 
so  pleased  with  the  lad’s  intelligent  pertinacity  that  he 
obtained  a  vote  of  the  House  to  take  copies  of  the  map 
sufficient  to  pay  the  cost  of  engraving,  and  had  him  in¬ 
stalled  in  a  temporary  capacity  in  the  legislative  library, 
then  a  mere  nucleus  of  a  collection  in  a  small  room. 

Here — though  early  in  his  teens — the  duties  of  a 
librarian  seem  to  have  been  put  upon  him,  for  at  the 
ase  of  fourteen  we  find  that  he  was  acting  in  that 
capacity,  his  chief  having  been  appointed  a  member  of 
the  Legislative  Council.  In  the  year  following  the 
position  of  librarian  was  awarded  to  a  professional 
gentleman,  and  young  Mr.  Todd  received  the  official 
appointment  of  Assistant.  His  studious  habits  rapidly 
developed  themselves,  and  though  library  work  was 
commenced  by  him  so  young,  till  the  day  of  his  death 
— January  22,  1884 — he  never  lost  zest  for  it,  nor  did 
he  permit  other  studies  of  an  engrossing  nature  to 
stand  in  its  way. 

In  Canada  he  established  his  reputation  as  a  con¬ 
stitutional  authority  at  the  age  of  nineteen,  >on  the 
appearance  of  his  first  work  (in  1840)  entitled  ‘  Practice 
and  Privileges  of  the  Two  Houses  of  Parliament,’  pub¬ 
lished  in  Toronto  four  years  before  Sir  Erskine  May’s 
great  treatise  was  brought  out. 

Of  his  magnum  opus,  ‘  Parliamentary  Government 
in  England,’  it  has  been  translated  into  two  foreign 
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languages.  Sir  William  Anson,  in  his  ‘  Law  and  Custom 
of  the  Constitution,’ a  mentions  it  in  these  terms  : — ‘  Of 
a  Clarendon  Press.  Oxford.  2  vols.  1892. 
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books  dealing  with  the  subject  (constitutional  law)  in 
its  entirety,  I  have  found  the  fullest  and  the  most  service¬ 
able  to.  be  the  work  of  Mr.  Alpheus  Todd  on  “Parlia- 
mentaiy  Government  in  England.”  ’  Mr.  G.  Barnett 
Smith,  in  his  4  History  of  the  English  Parliament,’ b 
says: — ‘Eor  its  excellent  statement  of  the  theory, 
methods,  and  machinery  of  government  Mr.  Todd’s 
work  stands  alone.’  The  Editor  published  a  new 
edition  of  the  work  in  1889-90,°  which  very  shortly 
became  exhausted.  But  a  graceful  tribute  has  since 
been  paid  to  the  reputation  of  the  Author,  in  the  issue 
of  a  condensed  edition  of  the  same,  by  the  eminent  his¬ 
torian  and  writer,  Mr.  Spencer  Walpole.d 

In  the  present  work,  the  Editor  has — to  his  utmost 
endeavour — embodied  important  legislation,  illustrative 
of  the  Author’s  constitutional  doctrines,  in  Canada  and 
other  Colonies,  covering  the  past  ten  years — the  period 
since  the  Author’s  demise.  In  so  doing,  however,  he 
has  not  intruded  on  an  author’s  privilege,  as  will  be 
evident  to  the  reader,  but  has  strictly  confined  himself 
to  a  simple  narration  of  facts,  without  obtruding  his 
opinions  or  conclusions  thereupon.  Thus  the  public 
has  the  assurance  that  the  book  is  the  Author’s  in 
every  sense  of  the  word. 

The  Editor  gladly  avails  himself  of  this  opportunity 
to  express  his  gratitude  for  the  invaluable  assistance 
rendered  him  in  the  discharge  of  his  task, — 

b  Ward,  Lock,  Bowden  and  Co.  2  vols.  London.  1892. 
c  Parlia  mentary  Government  in  England.  New  Edit.  2  v'ols.  1889-90. 
Longmans,  Green  and  Co.  (a  few  copies  of  the  second  volume  remainincr) 

Sampson  Low,  Marston  and  Co.  2  vols.  London.  1892. 
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To  the  Agents-General  of  the  Australasian  Colonies 
and  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  for  facts  supplied  ; 

To  the  Hon.  David  Mills,  Q.C.,  M.P.,  P.C.,  for  his 
kindly  criticism  and  advice  on  constitutional  cases ; 

Likewise  to  E.  C.  Weldon,  Esq.,  M.P.,  LL.D.,  for 
similar  advice  ; 

To  Mr.  Eobert  Cassels,  Q.C.,  Eegistrar  of  the 
Supreme  Court  ;  Mr.  Augustus  Power,  Q.C.,  of  the 
Department  of  Justice ;  and  Mr.  P.  A.  McCord,  Law 
Clerk,  House  of  Commons,  for  technical  assistance  on 
legal  points. 

In  concluding  this  brief  mention  of  the  Author’s 
work  it  is  but  just  to  his  memory  to  add  that  it  does 
not  cover  his  entire  field  of  labour.  With  him  it  was 
a  maxim  that  if  a  man  desired  to  attain  proficiency  in 
a  study  it  is  essential  that  he  should  have  two  divergent 
subjects  to  engross  his  attention,  of  which  one  should 
be  the  backbone,  for  the  obvious  reason  that  the  mental 
faculties  may  thereby  obtain  a  freedom  from  warp,  and 
that  enlargement  and  grasp  necessary  to  pass  from  one 
to  the  other  with  renewed  freshness  and  vigour. 

It  is  the  Editor’s  hope  that  he  may  be  enabled  to 
give  to  the  public  the  result  of  the  Author’s  other 
labours  at  some  future  period. 

A.  H.  T. 


Ottawa  :  December  1893. 


AUTHOE’S  PEEFACE. 

(1880.) 


In  presenting  this  volume  to  the  public,  I  have  been 
enabled  to  complete  a  design  which  I  have  long  had  in 
contemplation,  and  which  was  partly  fulfilled  when, 
about  thirteen  years  ago,  I  published  my  treatise  on 
parliamentary  government  in  England.  In  the  pre¬ 
face  to  the  first  volume  of  that  work,  I  alluded  to  the 
obvious  want  of  some  manual  to  explain  the  operation 
of  ‘  parliamentary  government,’  in  furtherance  of  its 
application  to  colonial  institutions.  For  over  a  quarter 
of  a  century  my  own  researches  had  been  largely 
directed  to  this  subject,  in  assisting  Canadian  statesmen 
in  giving  effect  to  the  grant  of  £  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,’  which  began  to  be  extended  to  the  colonies  of 
Great  Britain  when  it  was  introduced  into  Canada  in 
1841.  The  fruit  of  this  protracted  investigation  into  a 
hitherto  untrodden  field  was  embodied  in  the  publi¬ 
cation,  in  1867  and  1869  respectively,  of  the  volumes 
above  mentioned,  which,  however  imperfectly,  supplied 
for  the  first  time  a  practical  exposition  of  ‘  the  laws, 
usages,  and  traditions  of  parliamentary  government.’ 

The  favour  with  which  this  attempt  was  received 
throughout  the  British  dominions,  and  the  desire  so 
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frequently  expressed  for  additional  information  upon 
the  matter,  in  its  relation  to  the  British  colonies,  have 
induced  me  to  undertake  the  present  work. 

Desirous  of  avoiding  needless  repetitions,  I  have 
referred  to  my  former  treatise  in  all  points  of  detail  or 
of  general  principle  wherein  colonial  practice  is  pro¬ 
fessedly  identical  with  that  of  the  mother  country,  and 
have  aimed  in  this  volume  to  treat  the  subject  from  a 
strictly  colonial  aspect.  This  has  compelled  me  to  cite, 
more  frequently  than  I  could  have  wished,  my  previous 
publication,  as  it  still  remains  the  only  existing  work 
devoted  to  the  elucidation  of  this  important  topic  from 
a  practical  point  of  view. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  I  have  bestowed  much  atten¬ 
tion  to  questions  which  have  arisen  in  the  working  of 
the  new  constitution  conferred  upon  the  British  North 
American  colonies  in  1867,  when  they  were  confede¬ 
rated  into  the  dominion  of  Canada.  Whilst  this  por¬ 
tion  of  my  work  is  primarily  intended  for  Canadian 
use,  it  may  not  be  without  interest  or  value  in  other 
parts  of  the  empire,  in  anticipation  of  the  contemplated 
introduction  of  similar  institutions  in  South  Africa  and 
in  Australia. 

In  the  discussion  of  certain  weighty  precedents  which 
have  been  recently  determined  in  Canada  and  else¬ 
where,  it  is  not  unlikely  that  the  opinions  I  have 
expressed  thereon  may  differ  from  those  entertained 
by  prominent  public  men  who  have  taken  part  in  their 
consideration  and  settlement.  I  would,  however,  ven¬ 
ture  to  affirm  that  I  have  approached  the  investigation 
of  these  £  burning  questions  ’  in  an  impartial  spirit, 


author’s  preface. 


xiii 

having  no  party  bias  or  inclinations,  and  seeking  only 
the  public  good.  If  my  criticisms  contribute,  in  any 
measure,  to  promote  that  end,  they  will  not  have  been 
in  vain. 

I  would  further  remark  that  in  this— as  in  my 
larger  work — I  have  directed  particular  attention  to 
the  political  functions  of  the  Crown,  which  are  too 
frequently  assumed  to  have  been  wholly  obliterated 
wherever  a  ‘  parliamentary  government  ’  has  been 
established.  In  combating  this  erroneous  idea,  I  have 
been  careful  to  claim  for  a  constitutional  governor 
nothing  in  excess  of  the  recognised  authority  and  voca¬ 
tion  of  the  sovereign  whom  he  represents ;  while,  on 
the  other  hand,  I  have  endeavoured  to  point  out  the 
beneficial  effects  resulting  to  the  whole  community 
from  the  exercise  of  this  superintending  office,  within 
the  legitimate  lines  of  its  appropriate  position  in  the 
body-politic. 

Practical  statesmen  are  usually  well-informed  upon 
this  question.  But  much  ignorance  and  confusion  of 
thought  prevails  upon  it  amongst  all  classes  outside 
of  parliament.  As  was  pertinently  observed  by  the 
Marquis  of  Hartington  (in  a  debate  during  the  session 
of  1879  of  the  Iiqperial  parliament),  ‘There  is  no 
doubt  that  men  of  great  ability,  in  periodicals  of  much 
political  influence,  have  put  forward  doctrines  respect¬ 
ing  the  relations  of  the  executive  to  parliament  and  the 
Crown,  which  are  altogether  contrary  to  the  doctrines 
which  have  been  generally  held  on  both  sides  of  this 
house’  (Hansard’s  Debates,  vol.  246,  p.  318). 

If,  then,  I  appear  to  have  laid  too  much  stress,  in 
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this  volume,  upon  those  attributes  and  functions  of  the 
Crown  which  are  lawfully  exercisable  by  a  governor 
under  4  responsible  government,’  it  is  because  I  am 
impressed  with  the  great  and  growing  necessity  for 
properly  instructing  the  public  mind  upon  a  vital  ques¬ 
tion  of  practical  politics.  But,  as  this  treatise  is  in¬ 
tended  to  be  expository  and  not  speculative,  I  have 
uniformly  refrained  from  obtruding  individual  opinions, 
and  have  stated  nothing  therein  that  is  not  capable  of 
proof  and  corroboration  from  the  public  utterances  of 
English  statesmen  of  the  present  day,  irrespective 
of  party  divisions,  and  of  unquestionable  authority  in 
the  interpretation  of  our  constitutional  system. 

ALPHEUS  TODD. 

Library  of  Parliament,  Ottawa,  Canada: 

January  24,  1880. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

THE  SOVEREIGN,  IN  RELATION  TO  PARLIAMENTARY 
GOVERNMENT  IN  ENGLAND. 

The  government  of  England  is  conducted  in  conformity 
with,  certain  traditional  maxims,  which  limit  and  regu¬ 
late  the  exercise  of  all  political  powers  in  the  state. 
These  maxims  are,  for  the  most  part,  unwritten  and 
conventional.  They  have  never  been  declared  in  any 
formal  charter  or  statute,  but  have  developed,  in  the 
course  of  centuries,  side  by  side  with  the  written  law. 
They  embody  the  matured  experience  of  successive 
generations  of  statesmen  in  the  conduct  of  public  affairs, 
and  are  known  as  the  precejDts  of  the  Constitution.3 

Prominent  amongst  these  constitutional  maxims  is 
the  principle  that  4  the  king  can  do  no  wrong.’  Pdghtly 
understood,  this  precept  means  that  the  personal  actions 
of  the  sovereign,  not  being  acts  of  government,  are  not 
under  the  comiizance  of  the  law,  and  that  as  an  indivi- 
dual  he  is  not  amenable  to  any  earthly  power  or  jurisdic¬ 
tion.  ITe  is,  nevertheless,  in  subjection  to  God  and  to 
the  law.  For  the  law  controls  the  king,  and  it  is,  in 

3  See  Freeman,  Growth  of  Eng.  Const,  chap.  iii. 
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fact,  ‘  tlie  only  rule  and  measure  of  the  power  of  the 
Crown,  and  of  the  obedience  of  the  people.’ b  And 
while  the  sovereign  is  personally  irresponsible  for  all 
acts  of  government,  yet  the  functions  of  royalty  which 
appertain  to  him  in  his  political  capacity  are  regulated 
by  law,  or  by  constitutional  precept,  and  must  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  him  solely  for  the  public  good,  and  not  to 
gratify  personal  inclinations.0 

Before  the  Revolution  of  1688,  the  monarchs  of 
England  ruled  by  virtue  of  their  prerogative,  and  with 
the  aid  of  ministers  of  their  own  choice.  These  ministers 
had  no  necessary  connection  with  Parliament ;  although, 
if  peers  of  the  realm,  they  were  entitled  to  sit  therein. 
The  sovereign  was  the  originator  of  his  own  policy,  and 
was  not  bound  to  take  advice  before  deciding  upon 
affairs  of  state.  Moreover,  he  was  usually  sufficiently 
conversant  with  the  details  of  administration  to  be  able 
to  govern  independently  of  the  consent  of  his  ministers. 
They  were  only  answerable  to  Parliament  for  high 
crimes  and  misdemeanours,  and  for  acts  of  mal-adminis- 
tration  which  were  directly  attributable  to  themselves. 
This  method  of  government  gave  rise  to  frequent  alter¬ 
cations  and  struggles  between  the  Crown  and  Parlia¬ 
ment,  which  sometimes  could  only  be  decided  by  an 
appeal  to  tlie  sword. 

The  Revolution  of  1688  was  the  great  epoch  at 
which  the  power  of  the  Crown  was  subjected  to  con¬ 
stitutional  limitations  and  restraints,  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  it  into  harmony  with  the  will  of  Parliament. 
The  foundation  principle  of  monarchy,  upon  which  the 
Constitution  of  England  is  based,  was  carefully  main¬ 
tained  :  the  ancient  maxim,  that  ‘  the  king  can  do  no 
wrong,’  was  deliberately  re-asserted,  and  thereby  the 
monarchy  itself  was  protected  from  injurious  aspersion 

b  Sir  R.  Walpole,  in  State  Trials,  c  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  l,pp.  168, 
v.  15,  p.  115.  242,  new  ed.  v.  1,  pp.  261,  347 
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or  assault ;  but  this  maxim  was  interpreted  so  as  to. 
mean  that  no  mismanagement  in  government  is  im¬ 
putable  to  the  sovereign  personally.  Furthermore, 
another  counterbalancing  principle  of  equal  importance 
was  then  brought  into  manifestation ;  namely,  that  no 
wrong  can  be  done  to  the  people  for  which  the  Con¬ 
stitution  does  not  provide  a  remedy.  The  application 
of  these  principles,  at  the  period  of  the  Revolution,  to 
acts  of  government  contributed  to  the  introduction  of 
our  present  political  system,  under  which  ministers 
of  state  participate  in  all  the  functions  of  royalty,,  on 
condition  that  they  assume  a  full  responsibility  for  the 
same,  before  Parliament  and  the  people.  And  inas¬ 
much  as  no  minister  could  appropriately  undertake  to 
be  responsible  for  a  policy  which  he  could  not  control, 
or  for  acts  which  he  did  not  approve,  it  has  necessarily 
followed  that  the  direction  and  administration  of  the 
policy  of  government  has  passed  into  the  hands  of  the 
constitutional  advisers  of  the  Crown  for  the  time  being ; 
subject  only  to  their  continuing  to  retain  the  confidence 
of  their  sovereign  and  of  Parliament,  and  to  their  ad- 
ministration  of  public  affairs  being  approved  both  by 
the  Crown  and  by  the  people. 

The  three  leading  maxims  of  the  British  Constitu¬ 
tion,  in  its  modern  form  and  developments,  are  :  the 
personal  irresponsibility  of  the  king  ;  the  responsibility 
of  his  ministers  for  all  acts  of  the  Crown ;  and  the  in¬ 
quisitorial  power  and  ultimate  control  of  Parliament. 
These  maxims  were  first  distinctly  asserted  and  poten¬ 
tially  secured  by  the  Revolution  of  1688.  Since  that 
epoch,  they  have  been  gradually  matured,  by  practice 
and  precedent,  so  as  to  embody  and  constitute  in  their 
operation  what  is  known  as  parliamentary  government. 

Personal  government  by  royal  prerogative  having 
given  place,  under  the  British  Constitution  as  now  inter¬ 
preted,  to  parliamentary  government,  the  question  arises 
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as  to  wliat  is  the  actual  position,  and  what  are  the 
powers  possessed  by  the  sovereign  in  connection  there¬ 
with.  To  assume  that  the  sovereign  has  become  ‘  a 
cipher,  to  be  cast  by  political  parties  from  one  to  the 
other,  and  then  to  be  moulded  as  they  please,’  d  or  ‘a, 
dumb  and  senseless  idol,’  without  any  measure  of 
political  power,  is  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  con¬ 
tinued  existence  in  England  of  a  monarchical  govern¬ 
ment.  Such  an  assumption  would  transform  the  Queen’s 
cabinet  ministers  into  an  oligarchy,  exercising  an  un¬ 
controlled  power  over  the  prerogatives  of  the  Crown 
and  the  administration  of  public  affairs,  upon  the  sole 
condition  that  they  are  able  to  secure  and  retain  a 
majority  in  the  popular  branch  of  the  legislature,  to 
approve  their  policy  and  to  justify  their  continuance  in 
office.  There  have  not  been  wanting  some  political 
thinkers  who  have  argued  in  favour  of  a  system  of  this 
kind  ;  but,  however  theoretically  defensible  it  may 
appear  from  their  point  of  view,  it  is  not  a  true  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  British  Constitution,  and,  should  it 
ever  unhappily  prevail,  would  deprive  us  of  one  of  the 
main  securities  upon  which  the  liberties  of  England 
depend. 

Moreover,  the  fallacy  of  such  an  idea,  and  its  con¬ 
trariety  to  existing  constitutional  practice,  will  be 
readily  apparent  to  those  who  will  refer  to  the  ex¬ 
pressed  opinions  of  the  most  eminent  British  statesmen 
of  our  own  day  upon  this  subject.  Brougham,  Grey, 
Bussell,  Derby,  Gladstone,  Disraeli,  and  Stafford  North- 
cote — all  of  them  representative  men,  of  diverse  par¬ 
ties— have  severally  testified,  upon  different  occasions, 
to  the  vital  and  influential  position  which  appertains  to 
the  sovereign  of  Great  Britain  under  parliamentary 
government.® 

d  Wellington  Desp.  3rd  s.  v.  8,  *  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1, 

P-  ljb-  PP-  201-211,  new  ed.  pp.  304-316 ; 
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‘  The  constitutional  maxim,  “  the  king  reigns  and  does  not 
govern,”  has  never  been  accepted  in  England  in  the  sense  of  redu¬ 
cing  the  sovereign  to  a  cipher.’ f 

It  is  true  that,  under  our  parliamentary  system, 
which  regards  the  sovereign  as  the  representative  and 
living  symbol  of  the  institutions  of  the  country,8  rather 
than  as  an  active,  energetic  personality,  the  personal 
will  of  the  monarch  can  only  find  a  legitimate  public 
expression  through  official  channels,  or  in  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  acts  of  state  which  have  been  advised  or 
approved  by  responsible  ministers.  But  we  must  not 
lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  what  has  been  termed  the 
impersonality  of  the  Crown  only  extends  to  direct  acts 
of  government ;  that  the  sovereign  is  no  mere  automa¬ 
ton,  or  ornamental  appendage  to  the  body-politic, 
but  is  a  personage  whose  consent  is  necessary  to  every 
act  of  state,  and  who  possesses  full  discretionary  powers 
to  deliberate  and  determine  upon  every  recommenda¬ 
tion  which  is  tendered  for  the  royal  sanction  by  the 
ministers  of  the  Crown.  As  every  important  act — that 
is  to  say,  every  thing  that  is  not  in  the  nature  of 
ordinary  official  routine,  but  which  involves  a  distinct 
policy,  or  would  commit  the  Crown  to  a  definite  action, 
or  line  of  conduct,  which  had  not  previously  received 
the  royal  approbation — should  first  be  sanctioned  by 
the  sovereign,  the  Crown  is  thereby  enabled  to  exercise 
a  beneficial  influence,  and  an  active  supervision  over 
the  government  of  the  empire ;  and  an  opportunity  is 
afforded  to  the  sovereign  for  exercising  that  ‘  constitu¬ 
tional  criticism  ’  in  all  affairs  of  state,  which  is  the  un~ 


v.  2,  pp.  205-214,  408,  new  ed.  pp.  of  both  these  articles.) 

253-261,  509.  Mr.  Gladstone,  in  f  Mr.  Cardwell’s  opinion,  Com. 
Cont.  Rev.  v.  26,  p.  10;  and  see  Pap.  1867,  v.  49,  p.  664;  Hans.  D. 
especially  his  able  paper,  herein-  v.  188,  p.  1113;  v.  191,  p.  1705;  v. 
after  cited,  in  the  North  Am.  Rev.  146,  p.  311. 

v.  127,  pp.  179-212.  (See  his  Glean-  «  Martin’s  Pr.  Consort,  v.  4,  pp. 
ings  of  Past  Years,  v.  1,  for  a  reprint  40,  154. 
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doubted  right  and  duty  of  the  Crown,  and  which,  in  its 
operation,  Earl  Grey,  Mr.  Disraeli,  and  Mr.  Gladstone, 
amongst  statesmen  of  the  present  generation,  have  each 
concurred  in  declaring  to  be  most  salutary  and  effica¬ 
cious.11 

‘  The  sovereign  should  give  himself  no  trouble  about 
details,  but  exercise  a  broad  general  supervision,  and 
see  to  the  settlement  of  principles  on  which  action  is  to 
be  based.  This  he  can,  nay,  must  do,  where  he  has 
responsible  ministers,  who  are  under  the  necessity  of 
obtaining  his  sanction  to  the  system  which  they  pursue 
and  intend  to  uphold  in  Parliament.5 1 

During  the  lifetime  of  the  Prince  Consort,  her 
present  Most  Gracious  Majesty  enjoyed,  as  is  well 
known,  exceptional  advantages  in  the  fulfilment  of  the 
arduous  and  responsible  duties  which  devolve  upon 
the  Crown.  The  eminent  qualities  of  Prince  Albert, 
his  extensive  and  accurate  political  knowledge,  and 
his  varied  attainments  in  other  fields  of  research  and 
observation,  enabled  him  to  render  incalculable  service 
to  the  Queen,  and  his  acknowledged  constitutional 
position  as  her  Majesty’s  alter  ego ,  justified  him  in  the 
performance  of  the  onerous  and  multifarious  duties 
appertaining  to  the  ‘  consort  and  confidential  adviser 
and  assistant  of  a  female  sovereign.’ j 

After  the  lamented  death  of  the  Prince,  in  1861, 
her  Majesty  was  compelled  to  withdraw,  for  a  season, 
into  retirement,  and  she  has  never  since  been  able  to 
resume,  as  fully  as  before,  her  public  and  ceremonial 
duties.  But  while  her  long  continued  seclusion  has 
been  a  source  of  universal  regret,  and  even  to  some 


h  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  pp.  209,  J  For  a  discussion  of  the  consti- 
‘212,  new  ed.  pp.  257,  261,  and  see  tutional  position  of  a  prince  consort, 
post,  p.  21.  see  Todd,  Pari.  Govt,  in  Eng.  v.  1, 

1  Martin’s  Pr.  Consort,  v.  5,  p.  p.  195,  new  ed.  p.  299. 
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extent  of  complaint,  ‘  it  is  tlie  only  reproach  which 
her  people  have  ever  addressed  to  her.’  Ten  years 
after  this  overwhelming  affliction  befell  the  Queen, 
two  eminent  English  statesmen  gave  assurance  of  her 
Majesty’s  unabated  zeal  and  efficiency  in  the  fulfilment 
of  all  other  duties  appropriate  to  her  exalted  station. 
Earl  Granville,  then  secretary  of  state  for  foreign 
affairs,  said,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  on  August  8,  1871, 

4 1  do  not  know  any  time  of  her  life  when  her  Majesty 
has  given  more  attention  than  she  does  at  present  to 
the  current  business  of  the  state,  or  when  the  interest 
she  takes  in  all  parliamentary  and  administrative 
measures,  the  knowledge  she  takes  care  to  possess  on 
all  important  measures,  whether  home  or  foreign,  and 
the  supervision  she  exercises  over  all  appointments  to 
be  made  and  honours  to  be  distributed,  have  been  more 
strikingly  shown.’  He  added,  that  so  far  from  her 
Majesty," as  some  had  surmised,  4  only  getting  informa¬ 
tion  from  one  political  party,’  it  wTas  characteristic  of 
her  4  that,  whatever  party  may  be  in  power,  she  ever 
holds  the  most  open  and  confidential  communications 
with  them’;  but  that,  4  without  in  any  degree  acting 
in  a  manner  liable  to  misconstruction,  she  does  see  the 
leaders  of  the  party  in  opposition  to  the  government.’ k 

A  few  weeks  afterwards,  Mr.  Disraeli  (then  the 
leader  of  the  opposition)  corroborated  the  foregoing 
statement,  and  took  occasion  to  observe  that,  although 
the  Queen  was  still  unable  4  to  resume  the  performance 
of  those  public  and  active  duties  which  it  was  once 
her  pride  and  pleasure  to  fulfil,’  yet  that,  4  with  regard 
to  those  much  higher  duties  which  her  Majesty  is 
called  upon  to  perform,  she  still  performs  them  with  a 


k  Hans.  D.  v.  208,  p.  1069  ;  exchequer)  in  House  of  Commons, 
Martin’s  Pr.  Consort,  v.  5,  p.  286.  in  debate  on  Prerogative  of  the 
See  also  the  observations  of  Sir  Staf-  Crown.  Ib,  v.  246,  p.  oil. 
ford  Northcote  (chancellor  of  the 
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punctuality  and  a  precision  which  have  certainly  never 
been  surpassed  and  rarely  equalled  by  any  monarch  of 
these  realms/  He  went  on  to  say  that"4  a  very  erro¬ 
neous  impression  is  prevalent  respecting  the  duties  of 
a  sovereign  of  this  country.  Those  duties  are  multi- 
ianous ;  they  are  weighty;  they  are  incessant.  I  will 
venture  to  say  that  no  head  of  any  department  of  the 
state  performs  more  laborious  duties  than  those  which 
lad  to  the  sovereign  of  this  country.  There  is  no 
despatch  received  from  abroad,  nor  any  sent  from  the 
country,  which  is  not  submitted  to  the  Queen;  the 
whole  of  the  national  administration  of  this  country 
greatly  depends  upon  the  sign-manual;  and  of  our 
present  sovereign  it  may  be  said  that  her  signature 
las  never  been  placed  to  any  public  document  of  which 
she  did  not  approve.  Cabinet  councils  ...  are  re¬ 
ported  and  communicated  on  their  termination  by  the 
minister  to  the  sovereign,  and  they  often  call  from  her 
remarks  that  are  critical,  and  necessarily  require  con¬ 
siderable  attention,’  .  .  .  and  ‘such  complete  mastery 
.  wliau  has  occurred  in  this  country,  and  of  the  great 
important  subjects  of  state  policy,  foreign  and  domestic’ 
01  the  last,  thirty  years,’  is  possessed  by  the  Queen,  that 

.  i  must  be  a  wise  man  who  could  not  profit  by  her 
judgment  and  experience.’1 

Adverting  to  a  point  referred  to  in  Earl  Granville’s 
speech,  m  1871,  above  cited,  and  discussing  the  deli¬ 
cate  .  constitutional  question  involved  in  the  peculiar 
relations  occupied,  as  well  by  Baron  Stockmar  and 
by  the  Prince  Consort,  in  their  lifetime,  towards  the 
irone,  dr.  Gladstone — speaking  with  the  weight 
w  rich  belonged  to  his  position  as  an  ex-prime-minister, 


96  1  ®fec^atH^ndon.onSept.  ted  for  the  consideration  and  an 

i, aid,™  .waas;  s? 

upon  ministerial  measures,  submit.  88,  90,  201-205,  284,  lilt’  480™'  73’ 
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and  with  the  precision  which  distinguishes  his  utter¬ 
ances  upon  public  questions — claims  for  the  sovereign 
liberty  to  seek  for  information,  to  assist  her  own 
judgment,  from  every  available  source  at  her  com¬ 
mand.  He  says,  ‘  it  does  not  seem  easy  to  limit  the 
sovereign’s  right  of  taking  friendly  counsel,  by  any 
absolute  rule,  to  the  case  of  a  husband.  If  it  is  the 
Queen’s  duty  to  form  a  judgment  upon  important  pro¬ 
posals  submitted  to  her  by  her  ministers,  she  has  an  in¬ 
disputable  right  to  the  use  of  all  instruments  which  will 
enable  her  to  discharge  that  duty  with  effect ;  subject 
always,  and  subject  only,  to  the  one  vital  condition 
that  they  do  not  disturb  the  relation,  on  which  the 
whole  machinery  of  the  Constitution  hinges,  between 
those  ministers  and  the  Queen.  She  cannot,  therefore, 
as  a  rule,  legitimately  consult  in  private  on  political 
matters  with  the  party  in  opposition  to  the  government 
of  the  day  ;  but  she  will  have  copious  public  means,  in 
common  with  the  rest  of  the  nation,  for  knowing  their 
general  views,  through  Parliament  and  the  press.  She 
cannot  consult  at  all,  except  in  the  strictest  secrecy ; 
for  the  doubts,  the  misgivings,  the  inquiries,  which 
accompany  all  impartial  deliberation  in  the  mind  of  a 
sovereign  as  well  as  of  a  subject,  and  which  would 
transpire  in  the  course  of  promiscuous  conversation, 
are  not  matters  fit  for  exhibition  to  the  world.’  Of 
such  private  and  confidential  counsellors,  Prince  Albert 
was  a  conspicuous  and  truly  normal  example ;  4  and 
another,  hardly  less  normal,  was  Baron  Stockmar. 
Both  of  them  observed,  all  along,  the  essential  condi¬ 
tion,  without  which  their  action  would  have  been  not 
only  most  perilous,  but  most  mischievous.  That  is  to 
say,  they  never  affected  or  set  up  any  separate  province 
or  authority  of  their  own ;  never  aimed  at  standing  as 
an  opaque  medium  between  the  sovereign  and  her  con¬ 
stitutional  advisers.  In  their  legitimate  place,  they 
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took  up  their  position  behind  the  Queen ;  but  not,  so 
to  speak,  behind  the  Throne.  They  assisted  her  in 
arriving  at  her  conclusions ;  but  those  conclusions  once 
adopted,  were  hers  and  hers  alone.  She,  and  she  only, 
could  be  recognised  by  a  minister  as  speaking  for  the 
monarch’s  office.  The  Prince,  lofty  as  was  his  position, 
and  excellent  as  was  his  capacity,  vanished  as  it  were 
from  view,  and  did  not  and  could  not  carry,  as  towards 
them,  a  single  ounce  of  substantive  authority.’ m 

Coinciding,  unreservedly,  in  the  caution  conveyed 
in  the  foregoing  extract,  as  to  the  need  for  the  most 
scrupulous  avoidance,  on  the  part  of  the  sovereign,  of 
any  communication  with  non-official  persons,  which 
would  justify  an  imputation  of  a  desire  to  revive  the 
unconstitutional  practices  of  a  former  reign — when 
there  was  an  influence  behind  the  Throne,  known  as 
that  of  ‘  the  king’s  friends’” — and  repudiating  any 
attempt  to  disturb  the  harmonious  relations  which 
should  always  subsist  between  the  Crown  and  its  con¬ 
stitutional  advisers — we  may  nevertheless  perceive,  in 
the  frank  admission  of  the  right  of  the  sovereign  to 
avail  herself  of  all  proper  means  to  enlighten  and  in¬ 
form  her  own  judgment,  how  completely  the  indepen¬ 
dent  position  of  the  sovereign  of  Great  Britain,  under 
parliamentary  government,  is  recognised  by  English 
statesmen.  We  may  also  learn  from  this  argument 
that  no  obstacle  should  be  interposed  to  prevent  any 
legitimate  endeavour,  by  the  sovereign,  to  obtain  all 
needful  assistance  to  enable  her  to  fulfil  her  constitu¬ 
tional  functions  to  the  best  advantage.  The  possible 
abuse  of  such  freedom  of  action,  in  any  given  case, 
would  be  effectually  restrained  by  the  equally  inde- 


m  Gladstone’s  Gleanings  of  Past  5,  p.  265. 

Years,  v.  1,  pp.  72-74.  See  also  n  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p 
Ld.  Palmerston’s  letter  to  Sir  C.  49,  new  ed.  p.  114. 
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pendent  attitude  of  ministers  towards  the  Crown ;  by 
their  liberty  to  accept  or  to  reject  the  ultimate  conclu¬ 
sions  of  the  sovereign  upon  all  public  questions ;  and 
by  the  consideration  that  they  alone  are  held  respon¬ 
sible  to  Parliament  and  to  the  nation  for  every  act  of 
state,  and  for  everything  which  is  done  in  the  name  of 
the  Crown. 

Bearing  in  mind  the  weight  of  responsibility  which 
devolves  upon  the  sovereign,  personally,  in  the  fulfil¬ 
ment  of  the  onerous  functions  of  royalty,  it  is  manifest 
that  a  constitutional  monarch  4  should  be,  if  possible, 
the  best  informed  person  in  the  empire,  as  to  the  pro¬ 
gress  of  political  events,  and  the  current  of  political 
opinion,  both  at  home  and  abroad.’  4  Ministers  change, 
and  when  they  go  out  of  office  lose  the  means  of  access 
to  the  best  information,  which  they  had  formerly  at 
command.  The  sovereign  remains,  and  to  him  this 
information  is  always  open.’  Moreover,  ‘  the  most 
patriotic  minister  has  to  think  of  his  party.  His  judg¬ 
ment,  therefore,  is  often  insensibly  warped  by  party 
considerations.  Hot  so  the  constitutional  sovereign, 
who  is  exposed  to  no  such  disturbing  agency.  As  the 
permanent  head  of  the  nation,  he  has  only  to  consider 
what  is  best  for  its  welfare  and  its  honour ;  and  his 
accumulated  knowledge  and  experience,  and  his  calm 
and  practised  judgment,  are  always  available,  in  coun¬ 
cil,  to  the  ministry  for  the  time,  without  distinction  of 
party.’ 0 

A  constitutional  ruler  is,  in  fact,  the  permanent 
president  of  his  own  ministry  ;  with  liberty  to  share  in 
the  initiation,  as  well  as  in  the  maturing  of  public 
measures :  provided  only  that  he  does  not  limit  the 
right  of  his  ministers  to  deliberate,  in  private,  before 
submitting  for  his  approval  their  conclusions  in  council ; 
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and  that  they,  on  their  jiart,  are  equally  careful  to 
afford  to  their  sovereign  an  opportunity  of  exercising 
an  independent  judgment  upon  whatever  advice  they 
may  tender  for  his  acceptance. p 

In  subjecting  that  advice  to  the  scrutiny  of  a  mind 
intent  only  upon  promoting  the  public  good,  an  expe¬ 
rienced  and  sagacious  sovereign  is  able  (should  the 
necessity  unfortunately  arise)  to  detect  and  rebuke 
selfish  and  unworthy  aims,  unmask  the  character  of 
measures  which  may  have  been  prompted  by  party 
motives  rather  than  b}^  a  regard  for  the  interests  of  the 
state,  and  exert,  towards  his  ministers,  on  the  public 
behalf,  a  healthy  moral  suasion,  capable  of  correcting 
the  injurious  operation  of  partisan  or  sectional  influ¬ 
ences. 

As  Earl  Grey  has  pointed  out,  in  his  admirable  Essay 
on  Parliamentary  Government,  the  obligation  imposed 
upon  the  sovereign’s  ministers  that  they  should  obtain 
the  direct  sanction  of  the  Crown  for  all  their  most  im¬ 
portant  measures  is  a  safeguard  against  abuse.  ‘  The 
Grown,  it  is  true,  seldom  refuses  to  act  upon  advice 
deliberately  pressed  upon  it  by  its  servants,  nor  could 
it  do  so  frequently  without  creating  great  inconveni¬ 
ence.  But  the  sovereigns  ol  this  country  may,  and 
generally  have,  exercised  much  influence  over  the  con¬ 
duct  ol  the  government ;  and  in  extreme  cases  the 
power  of  the  Crown  to  refuse  its  consent  to  what  is 
pioposed  by  its  servants  may  be  used  with  the  greatest 
benefit  to  the  nation.’ q 

Should  it  be  needful  for  the  sovereign  to  proceed  to 
extremity,  and  reject  the  advice  of  his  ministers,  upon 
a  particular  occasion,  it  is  for  them  to  consider  whether 
they  will  defer  to  the  judgment  of  their  sovereign,  or 
insist  upon  their  own  opinion ;  and  as  a  last  resort  they 


p  See  2)ost,  p.  21. 


,  Grey,  Pari.  Govt.  fed.  1864)  p.  5. 
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must  decide  whether  they  will  yield  the  point  of  differ¬ 
ence,  or  tender  their  resignations.  For  a  minister,  in 
such  a  position,  *  is  bound  either  to  obey  the  Crown,  or 
to  leave  to  the  Crown  that  full  liberty  which  the  Crown 
must  possess  of  no  longer  continuing  that  minister  in 
office.’ r 

In  such  an  emergency,  of  course,  the  personal  will 
and  opinions  of  the  sovereign  are,  for  the  time,  appa¬ 
rent  and  predominant.  But  these  occasions  are  of  rare 
occurrence  in  the  practical  operation  of  parliamentary 
government.  And  when  they  do  happen,  all  possible 
abuse  is  prevented  by  the  necessity  which  then  arises 
for  the  sovereign  to  find  other  advisers,  who  are  willing 
to  accept  his  views,  and  become  responsible  for  them  to 
Parliament  and  to  the  country.  Should  he  fail  in  this 
endeavour,  then  comes  into  operation  one  of  those  salu¬ 
tary  checks,  which  the  practice  of  the  Constitution  has 
imposed  upon  the  exercise  of  the  royal  prerogative, 
and  the  sovereign  is  compelled  to  abandon  a  line  of 
conduct  for  which  he  cannot  find  any  statesmen  who 
are  willing  to  become  responsible. 

But  if,  in  the  question  at  issue  between  the  sove¬ 
reign  and  his  ministers,  those  ministers  are  sustained 
by  a  majority  in  the  Commons  House  of  Parliament, 
or  are  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  confidence  of  that  house 
upon  their  general  policy,  it  is  still  open  to  the  Crown 
to  appeal  to  the  country.  In  order  that  the  sovereign 
may  be  able  to  appeal,  in  a  constitutional  manner,  from 
the  advice  of  his  ministers,  and  from  the  expressed 
approval  of  the  ministerial  policy  by  the  popular 
chamber,  recourse  must  be  had  to  the  prerogative  of 
dissolution.  It  is  true  that  this  prerogative,  like  all 
other  acts  of  sovereignty,  is  ordinarily  exercised  upon 
the  advice  of  ministers,  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
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an  issue  between  themselves  and  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons.  But  it  may  suitably  be  resorted  to  by  the  sove¬ 
reign,  after  the  resignation  or  dismissal  of  ministers 
whose  advice  the  sovereign  has  been  unable  to  accept, 
or  whose  policy  and  public  conduct  the  sovereign  has 
ceased  to  approve.  This  reserved  power  is  inherent  in 
the  Crown,  in  the  English  Constitution,  although  it 
can  only  be  constitutionally  invoked  upon  grave  neces¬ 
sity,  and  for  reasons  which  are  capable  of  being  ex¬ 
plained  and  justified  to  Parliament.  And,  as  a  security 
against  arbitrary  or  unreasonable  action  on  the  part  of 
the  sovereign,  it  is  needful  that  a  new  administration 
should  first  be  formed,  who  are  willing  to  assume 
responsibility  for  the  action  of  the  Crown  in  the  dis¬ 
missal  or  resignation  of  their  predecessors  ;  and  for  any 
consequent  appeal  to  the  constituencies.  And,  further¬ 
more,  that  there  should  be  a  reasonable  ground  for 
believing  that,  upon  the  question  involved  in  the 
change  of  administration,  the  existing  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  does  not  correctly  represent  the  opinions  and 
wishes  of  the  nation.8 

4  The  ,  sovereign  cannot,  indeed,  impose  a  policy, 
either  upon  his  minister  or  his  Parliament,  but  he  can 
dismiss  his  minister,  and  he  can  appeal  to  the  country 
against  the  judgment  of  Parliament,  George  III.  was 
strictly  within  his  rights  when  he  dismissed  the  Coali¬ 
tion  [both  in  1784  and  in  1807].  William  IV.  was 
equally  within  his  rights  when  he  dismissed  Lord  Mel¬ 
bourne,  and  appealed  to  the  country.  In  these  several 
cases  a  great  question  of  policy  was  raised,  and  deter¬ 
mined  by  competent  authority.  In  the  one  case  [or, 
rather,  in  the  first  two  cases],  the  action  of  the  king 
was  confirmed  by  the  nation ;  in  the  other,  it  was  re- 


5  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p.  223,  new  ed.  p.  328 ;  v.  2,  p.  405  et 
seq.,  new  ed.  p.  504  et  seq. 
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versed.  Everything  was  done  constitutionally  and  in 
order.’  * 

Differences  of  opinion,  between  the  sovereign  and 
his  constitutional  advisers,  upon  minor  matters,  are 
easily  susceptible  of  adjustment,  by  concession  or  com¬ 
promise.  But  vital  and  essential  disagreement  must 
inevitably  result  in  a  surrender  of  the  question  at  issue, 
or  in  a  change  of  ministers.  And  the  practical  obliga¬ 
tion,  which  the  Crown  thereby  incurs,  of  finding  a 
ministry  who  are  willing  to  assume  full  responsibility 
for  the  policy  which  occasioned  the  transfer  of  power 
to  themselves,  and  the  necessity  for  a  ratification  of 
that  policy  by  the  newly  elected  House  of  Commons, 
will  always  suffice  to  restrain  the  Crown  from  an  undue 
exercise  of  prerogative  in  this  direction ;  and  from  the 
endeavour  to  impress  the  personal  will  of  the  sovereign 
upon  the  government  of  the  empire,  where  that  will  is 
not  sustained  and  approved,  in  the  last  resort,  by  public 
opinion  and  national  consent. 

Ample  security  is  thus  obtained  that  no  changes  of 
administration  will  be  effected  by  the  intervention  of 
the  Crown,  but  such  as  would  ultimately  commend 
themselves  to  the  judgment  of  Parliament. 

The  right  of  a  sovereign  to  dismiss  his  ministers  is 
unquestionable;  but  that  right  should  be  exercised 
solely  in  the  interests  of  the  state,  and  on  grounds 
which  can  be  justified  to  Parliament.  By  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  principle,  the  personal  interference  of  the 
sovereign  in  state  affairs  is  restrained  within  appropriate 
limits.  It  is  prevented  from  assuming  an  arbitrary  or 
self-willed  aspect,  and  is  rendered  constitutional  and 
beneficent. 

Thus  far,  we  have  been  endeavouring  to  ascertain 
the  exact  limits  within  which,  in  the  constitutional 

1  Ed.  Rev.  v.  148,  p.  274,  and  see  Mr.  Gladstone’s  remarks  in  his 
Gleanings  of  Past  Years,  v.  1,  p.  231. 
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monarchy  of  Great  Britain,  the  Crown  is  competent  to 
act,  in  accepting  or  rejecting  the  advice  of  ministers 
who  are  responsible  to  Parliament  for  the  government 
of  the  empire.  We  have  considered  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  sovereign  would  be  justified  in  with¬ 
holding  his  consent  from  recommendations  submitted 
for  his  approval,  and  the  ultimate  consequences  of  such 
disagreement.  And  we  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that,  under  parliamentary  government,  the  national 
will,  as  conveyed  to  the  sovereign  through  ministers  in 
whom  Parliament,  and  particularly  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  has  placed  its  confidence,  must  finally  and 
absolutely  prevail. 

The  unqualified  acceptance  and  cordial  recognition 
of  this  principle,  by  the  occupants  of  the  throne,  since 
the  constitutional  system  of  England  has  assumed  its 
present  shape,  have  contributed  to  produce  the  best 
understanding  between  the  sovereign  and  Parliament 
without  hindering  the  exercise  of  the  rightful  influence 
of  the  monarch  in  the  conduct  of  public  affairs. 

On  the  one  hand,  the  sovereign  supports  frankly 
and  honourably,  and  with  all  his  influence,  the  ministry 
for  the  time  being,  so  long  as  it  commands  a  majority 
in  the  House  of  Commons,  and  administers  the  govern¬ 
ment  with  integrity,  for  the  welfare  of  the  nation. 
Elevated  above  the  blinding  influences  of  party,  and 
intent  only  upon  promoting  the  public  good,  the  sove¬ 
reign  never  ceases  to  influence,  by  opinion  or  suggestion, 
the  direction  of  the  state.  And  to  this  end  he  is  free 
to  avail  himself  of  all  the  opportunities  afforded  by  his 
exalted  station  and  eminent  advantages.  By  suggestion 
or  remonstrance,  by  impartial  advice,  and  by  enlightened  . 
criticism,  proceeding  from  a  mind  that  should  be  stored 
with  knowledge  and  experience  upon  all  affairs  of  state, 
or  questions  ol  public  policy,  that  might  at  any  time 
demand  consideration  or  settlement,  the  influence  of 
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the  monarch  may  be  legitimately  exercised  and  ex¬ 
pressed.  But  the  final  conclusion  of  the  matter  must 
rest  with  the  minister,  upon  whom  devolves  respon¬ 
sibility  to  Parliament  for  every  act  of  executive 
authority. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  in  the  highest  degree  un- 
warrantable  to  assume  that  any  exception  exists  to  the 
operation  of  the  constitutional  rule  which  requires  that 
the  ministers  of  the  Crown  should  be  held  responsible 
for  the  performance,  by  the  sovereign,  of  all  acts  of 
state.  It  is  obviously  impossible  to  require  responsi¬ 
bility  where  power  has  not  been  previously  entrusted. 
Accordingly,  an  endeavour  to  exempt  from  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  rule  the  exercise  of  any  prerogative,  or  the 
fulfilment  of  any  function  of  royalty,  would  be  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  first  principles  of  parliamentary  govern¬ 
ment.  The  prerogatives  of  the  Crown  in  relation  to 
the  army  and  navy,  and  in  the  direction  of  the  foreign 
policy  of  the  empire,  were  at  first,  and  for  a  time, 
practically  excluded  from  ministerial  control ;  but  these 
monarchical  functions  gradually  became  subject  to  the 
supervision  of  ministers  : u  and  it  is  now  obvious  that 
any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  sovereign  to  retain  in 
his  own  hands  power,  in  respect  to  military  administra¬ 
tion  or  diplomacy,  would  be  as  inconsistent  with  con¬ 
stitutional  usage  as  would  be  the  personal  and  direct 
interference  by  the  sovereign  in  domestic  affairs/  In 
all  acts  of  government,  the  ministers  of  the  Crown  are 
required  to  assume,  on  behalf  of  and  with  the  consent 
of  the  sovereign,  the  burden  of  personal  power,  and 
thereby  relieve  the  Crown  of  all  personal  responsibility. 
Even  in  his  choice  of  a  first  minister,  which  has  been 
termed  ‘the  only  personal  act  the  King  of  England 


u  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1, 
pp.  44,  56 ;  new  ed.  pp.  109,  121. 


T  Amos,  Fifty  Years 
Const,  p.  315. 
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has  to  perform,’ w  that  choice  is  practically  influenced 
by  the  necessity  for  its  being  confirmed  by  the  appro¬ 
bation  of  Parliament :  so  that,  in  a  constitutional  point 
of  view,  so  universal  is  this  principle  that  ‘  there  is 
not  a  moment  in  the  king’s  life,  from  his  accession  to 
his  demise,  during  which  there  is  not  some  one  respon¬ 
sible  to  Parliament  for  his  public  conduct ;  and  “  there 
can  be  no  exercise  of  the  Crown’s  authority  for  which 
it  must  not  find  some  minister  willing  to  make  himself 
responsible.”  ’ x 

The  political  acts  of  the  sovereign  during  a  ministerial  interreg¬ 
num  are  no  exceptions  to  this  rule.  When  Sir  Robert  Peel  took 
office,  after  the  dismissal,  by  William  IV.,  of  the  Melbourne  adminis¬ 
tration,  he  ‘  accepted  the  responsibility  of  everything  that  had  been 
done  in  the  interval  between  his  accession  to  office  and  the  dismissal  ’ 
of  his  predecessor,  thereby  proving  that  not  even  in  such  an  extreme 
case  ‘  could  the  Crown  itself  commit  an  act  which  could  be  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  censure  or  blame.’  y  The  reasonableness  of  such  a  rule,  as  well 
as  its  necessity,  cannot  be  questioned.  ‘  An  incoming  premier,  in 
order  to  justify  his  own  acceptance  of  office,  must  acquaint  himself 
with  the  circumstances  in  which  the  offer  is  made,  including  all  that 
has  been  done  since  the  office  became  vacant ;  and  his  acceptance  of 
office  thus  becomes  a  guarantee  to  the  nation  that,  to  the  best  of  his 
judgment  and  conscience,  everything  has  been  rightly  done.’2 

The  personal  irresponsibility  of  the  sovereign,  and 
his  absolute  immunity  from  the  consequences  of  mis- 
government,  is  a  fixed  principle  in  the  English  political 
system.  ‘There  is  no  provision  in  the  law  of  the 
United  Empire,  or  in  the  machinery  of  the  Constitution, 
for  calling  the  sovereign  to  account ;  and  only  in  one 

solitary  and  improbable,  but  perfectly  defined,  case _ 

that  of  his  submitting  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Pope 
—is  he  deprived  by  statute  of  the  throne.  Setting 
aside  that  peculiar  exception,  the  offspring  of  a  neces- 


"  By  the  Duke  of  Wellington :  y  Mr.  Courtney  in  Hans.  D  v 

see  Colchester  Diary,  v.  3,  p.  501.  246,  p.  253. 

„  *  Totid’  V'  1’  p<  110  ’  new  ec1,  P*  1  H-  Dunckley  in  Fort.  Rev.  v. 

25,  n.s.  p.  870. 
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sity  still  freslily  felt  when  it  was  made,  the  Constitution 
might  seem  to  be  founded  on  the  belief  of  a  real  infalli¬ 
bility  in  its  head. 

The  counterpoise  and  correlative  of  this  constitu¬ 
tional  maxim  is  in  another,  no  less  important,  which 
affixes  upon  the  cabinet — in  other  words,  upon  the 
advisers  and  ministers  of  the  Crown — the  ultimate  and 
unqualified  ‘  responsibility  of  deciding  what  shall  be 
done  in  the  Crown’s  name,  in  every  branch  of  adminis¬ 
tration,  and  every  department  of  policy,  coupled  only 
with  the  alternative  of  ceasing  to  be  ministers,  if  what 
they  may  advisedly  deem  the  requisite  power  of  action 
be  denied  them.’  The  political  action  of  the  monarch 
must  invariably  and  ‘  everywhere  be  mediate,  and  con¬ 
ditional  upon  the  concurrence  of  confidential  advisers.’ 
He  cannot  ‘  assume  or  claim  for  himself  final  or  pre¬ 
ponderating,  or  even  independent,  power  in  any  one 
department  of  state.’ 

‘  The  cabinet  is  the  threefold  hinge  that  connects 
together  for  action  the  British  Constitution  of  King  or 
Queen,  Lords,  and  Commons.  Upon  it  is  concentrated 
the  whole  strain  of  the  government,  and  it  constitutes, 
from  day  to  day,  the  true  centre  of  gravity  for  the 
working  system  of  the  state,  although  the  ultimate 
superiority  of  force  resides  in  the  representative  cham¬ 
ber.’  And  upon  the  cabinet  ‘it  devolves  to  provide 
that  the  House  of  Parliament  shall  loyally  counsel  and 
serve  the  Crown,  and  that  the  Crown  shall  act  strictly 
in  accordance  with  its  obligations  to  the  nation.’  It 
is,  therefore,  incumbent  upon  ministers  always  to  re¬ 
member  that  they  are  charged  with  the  defence  and 
maintenance  of'  the  rights  of  the  Crown  under  the 
British  Constitution,  and  that  it  is  their  especial  duty  to 
protect  and  preserve  intact,  to  the  utmost  of  their 
power,  the  royal  prerogative.  Practically,  ever  since 
the  commencement  of  the  Reform  movement,  in  1830, 
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Danger  of  the  constitutional  monarchy  of  England  has  been  in 

minis-  -j  lii  i  0 

teriai  danger,  through  the  onward  progress  of  democratic 
oligarchy.  ideas,  0f  being  converted  into  a  purely  ministerial 
oligarchy ;  to  the  detriment,  not  only  of  the  personal 
rights  of  the  Crown  in  the  body-politic,  but  also  of 
those  vital  interests  therein  which  are  of  national  con¬ 
cern,  and  which  it  is  the  peculiar  province  of  the  sove¬ 
reign  to  conserve.  It  is  upon  the  fidelity  of  ministers 
to  the  principles  of  the  Constitution,  as  well  as  upon 
their  personal  loyalty  to  the  sovereign,  that  the  nation 
must  rely  for  the  prevention  of  such  a  calamity.  ‘  This 
ring  ol  responsible  ministerial  agency  forms  a  fence 
around  the  person  of  the  sovereign,  which  has  thus  far 
proved  impregnable  to  all  assaults.’ 

4  In  the  face  of  the  country,  the  sovereign  and  the 
ministers  are  an  absolute  unity.  The  one  may  concede 
to  the  other  :  but  the  limit  of  concessions  by  the  sove¬ 
reign  is  at  the  point  where  he  becomes  willing  to  try 
the  experiment  of  changing  his  government ;  and  the 
limit  of  concession  by  the  ministers  is  at  the  point 
where  they  become  unwilling  to  bear,  what  in  all  cir¬ 
cumstances  they  must  bear  while  they  remain  ministers, 
the  undivided  responsibility  of  all  that  is  done  in  the 
Crown’s  name.’ 

4  There  is,  indeed,  one  great  and  critical  act,  the 
responsibility  for  which  falls  momentarily  or  provision¬ 
ally  on  the  sovereign ;  it  is  the  dismissal  of  an  existing 
ministry,  and  the  appointment  of  a  new  one.’  4  Un- 
ters.  conditionally  entitled  to  dismiss  the  ministers,  the 
sovereign  can,  of  course,  choose  his  own  opportunity. 
He  may  defy  the  Parliament,  if  he  can  count  upon  the 
people.  William  IV.,  in  the  year  1834  [when  he  dis¬ 
missed  the  government  of  Lord  Melbourne],  had 
neither  Parliament  nor  people  with  him.  His  act  was 
within  the  limits  of  the  Constitution,  for  it  was  covered 
by  the  responsibility  of  the  acceding  ministry.  But  it 
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reduced  the  liberal  majority  from  a  number  considera¬ 
bly  beyond  three  hundred  to  about  thirty,  and  it  con¬ 
stituted  an  exceptional,  but  very  real  and  large,  action 
on  the  politics  of  the  country  by  the  direct  will  of  the 
king.’ 

‘  But  this  power  of  dismissing  a  ministry  at  will, 
large  as  it  may  be  under  given  circumstances,  is  neither 
the  safest,  nor  the  only  power  which,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  things,  falls  constitutionally  to  the  personal 
share  of  the  wearer  of  the  Crown.  He  is  entitled,  on 
all  subjects  coming  before  the  ministry,  to  knowledge 
and  opportunities  of  discussion  unlimited  save  by  the 
iron  necessities  of  business.  Though  decisions  must 
ultimately  conform  to  the  sense  of  those  who  are  to  be 
responsible  for  them,  yet  their  business  is  to  inform 
and  persuade  the  sovereign,  not  to  overrule  him. 
Were  it  possible  for  him,  within  the  limits  of  human 
time  and  strength,  to  enter  actively  into  all  public 
transactions,  he  would  be  fully  entitled  to  do  so. 
What  is  actually  submitted  is  supposed  to  be  the  most 
fruitful  and  important  part,  the  cream  of  affairs.  In 
the  discussion  of  them,  the  monarch  has  more  than 
one  advantage  over  his  advisers.’  ‘  He  may  be  there¬ 
fore  a  weighty  factor  in  all  deliberations  of  state.’  The 
sovereign  is,  moreover,  entitled  to  invite  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  ministers  to  any  matter  or  question  which  may 
appear  to  the  Crown  to  be  deserving  of  attention. 
This  privilege  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  warranting  the 
initiation,  by  the  sovereign,  of  questions  of  public 
policy,  in  derogation  of  the  special  functions  and  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  advisers  of  the  Crown.  The  right 
to  initiate,  in  the  sense  of  dictation,  would  involve  a 
claim  to  control  or  impair  the  right  of  free  deliberation, 
and  would  savour  too  much  of  personal  government. 
It  is  otherwise  when  the  sovereign  simply  suggests  to 
ministers  topics  or  arguments,  in  relation  to  public 
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affairs,  to  which  their  consideration  is  invited,  without 
endeavouring  to  coerce  their  freedom  of  action  or  of 
deliberation  thereon.  If  the  ministry  agree  to  carry 
out  such  suggestions,  they  must  do  so  on  condition  of 
assuming  entire  responsibility  for  the  same ;  for  no 
responsibility  can  be  attached  to  the  occupant  of  the 
throned  After  all,  the  power  of  the  sovereign  £  spon¬ 
taneously  takes  the  form  of  influence;  and  the  amount 
of  it  depends  on  a  variety  of  circumstances — on  talent, 
experience,  tact,  weight  of  character,  steady  untiring- 
industry,  and  habitual  presence  at  the  seat  of  govern¬ 
ment.  In  proportion  as  any  of  these  might  fail,  the 
real  and  legitimate  influence  of  the  monarch  over  the 
course  of  affairs  would  diminish  ;  in  proportion  as  they 
attain  to  fuller  action,  it  would  increase.  It  is  a  moral, 
not  a  coercive,  influence.  It  operates  through  the  will 
and  reason  of  the  ministry,  not  over  or  against  them.’ 

Finally,  ‘  it  is  a  cardinal  axiom  of  the  modern  British 
Constitution,  that  the  House  of  Commons  is  the  o-reatest 
of  the  powers  of  the  state.’  It  is  to  the  House  of 
Commons  that  every  act  of  government,  performed  by 
responsible  ministers  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown,  must  be  explained  and  justified,  and  by  them 
that  it  must  be  ultimately  approved.  And  £  the  sole 
appeal  'from  the  verdict  of  the  house  is  a  rightful  ap¬ 
peal  to  those  from  whom  it  received  its  commission.’ 


The  quotations,  in  the  seven  preceding  paragraphs,  are  taken 
from  a  paper  by  the  Rt.  Hon.  W.  E.  Gladstone  with  the  fanciful 
title  of  ‘  Kin  beyond  the  Sea,’  first  published  in  the  ‘  North  American 
Review’  for  Sept.-Oct.  1878  (and  afterwards  included  in  his 
‘  Gleanings  of  Past  Years,’  vol.  i.  pp.  203-248),  which  attracted  my 
attention  after  the  previous  pages  were  written.  The  intrinsic 
value  of  Mr.  Gladstone’s  observations  upon  the  question  under  dis¬ 
cussion,  and  their  complete  accord  with  the  opinions  advanced  in 


a  Langmead,  Eng.  Const.  Hist.,  ed.  1890,  p.  718w. 
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the  text,  induced  me  to  epitomise  them,  in  this  form,  as  corrobora¬ 
ting  my  own  exposition  of  the  subject.  The  whole  paper  is  deserving 
of  careful  study. 

Tlie  strict  adherence  to  the  maxims  of  parliamentary 
government  which  has  characterised  the  conduct  of  her 
Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  since  her  accession  to  the 
throne,  is  too  well  known  to  need  remark  in  these 
pages.  But  it  fortunately  happens  that  the  public  has 
been  placed  in  possession  of  her  Majesty’s  own  ideas  of 
her  duty  as  a  constitutional  sovereign.  Writing  to  the 
Emperor  Napoleon  III.,  in  explanation  of  the  difference 
between  the  English  and  French  systems  of  govern¬ 
ment,  the  Queen  observes :  ‘  I  am  bound  by  certain 
rules  and  usages.  I  have  no  uncontrolled  power  of 
decision.  I  must  adopt  the  advice  of  a  council  of 
responsible  ministers,  and  these  ministers  have  to  meet 
and  to  agree  on  a  course  of  action,  after  having  arrived 
at  a  joint  conviction  of  its  justice  and  utility.  They 
have,  at  the  same  time,  to  take  care  that  the  steps 
which  they  wish  to  take  are  not  only  in  accordance 
with  the  best  interests  of  the  country,  but  also  such 
that  they  can  be  explained  to  and  defended  in  Parlia¬ 
ment,  and  that  their  fitness  may  be  brought  home  to 
the  conviction  of  the  nation.’  In  this  system,  her 
Majesty  proceeds  to  point  out,  she  has  an  advantage  of 
which  the  Emperor  of  the  French  is  deprived  :  ‘  I  can 
allow  my  policy  free  scope  to  work  out  its  own  conse¬ 
quences,  certain  of  the  steady  and  consistent  support 
of  my  own  people,  who,  having  had  a  share  in  deter¬ 
mining  my  policy,  feel  themselves  to  be  identified  with 
it.’ b 

From  the  secrecy  which  properly  enshrines  the 
intercourse  between  the  Crown  and  its  advisers,  it  rarely 
happens  that  the  opinions  or  conduct  of  the  sovereign 


Queen 

Victoria. 


b  Martin’s  Pr.  Consort,  v.  3,  pp.  397,  398. 
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in  governmental  matters  become  known  to  the  public 
at  large.  Accordingly,  those  functions  of  the  Crown 
which  are  most  beneficial  in  their  operation  are  apt  to 
be  undervalued  ;  because,  whilst  strictly  constitutional, 
they  are  hidden  from  the  public  eye.  But  no  attentive 
reader  of  English  political  history,  since  the  accession 
of  Queen  Victoria,  can  fail  to  have  noted  frequent 
instances  of  timely  action,  wise  interposition,  or  valu¬ 
able  suggestion  upon  affairs  of  state,  which  have  ema¬ 
nated  from  Her  Most  Gracious  Majesty  or  her  consort ; 
and  which,  being  approved  and  endorsed  by  the  exist¬ 
ing  administration,  have  contributed  largely  to  the  pro¬ 
motion  of  the  public  good.  In  Martin’s  Life  of  Prince 
Albert,  especially,  repeated  mention  is  made  of  valuable 
memorandums  upon  public  questions,  prepared  by  the 
Queen,  or  by  the  Prince  on  her  behalf,  and  submitted 
for  the  consideration  of  ministers.  These  papers  were 
often  of  great  service,  and  sometimes  contained  the 
germs  of  practical  administrative  reforms,  which,  sooner 
or  later,  were  advantageously  accomplished.  And  this 
was  in  addition  to  the  unceasing  exercise,  by  the  sove¬ 
reign,  of  that  4  constitutional  criticism  ’  over  all  state 
papeis,  already  referred  to ;  and  which  on  one  memo¬ 
rable  occasion  (during  4  the  Trent  affair 5  in  1861)  led  to 
the  modification  of  terms  of  remonstrance  addressed  in 
a  despatch  to  the  United  States  government,  and  largely 
contributed  to  avert  a  threatened  rupture  between 
Great  Britain  and  America.0 

These  facts  and  considerations  may  suffice  to  explain 
the  actual  position  and  powers  of  a  British  sovereign, 
under  parliamentary  government. 


c  Martin’s  Pr.  Consort,  v. 
pp.  418-426. 


2,  pp.  433-445  ;  v.  3,  pp.  146,  382  ;  y.  5 
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CHAPTER  H. 

THE  APPLICATION  OP  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  TO 
COLONIAL  INSTITUTIONS. 

Let  us  now  turn  our  attention  to  the  colonies  of  Great 
Britain,  and  briefly  examine  the  reasons  which  led  to 
the  introduction  therein  of  the  political  system  of  the 
mother  country.  This  will  lead  us  to  consider  the 
manner  in  which  local  self-government  has  been 
gradually  applied  to  colonial  institutions. a 

Until  within  the  past  fifty  years,  the  administration 
of  public  affairs  in  such  of  the  British  colonies  as  were 
in  the  possession  of  representative  institutions  was  un¬ 
deniably  in  an  unsatisfactory  state. 

Under  this  polity,  the  responsibility  of  government 
was  centred,  absolutely  and  exclusively,  in  the  governor. 
He  was,  indeed,  assisted  by  an  executive  council, 
nominated  by  the  Crown,  and  selected  from  the  prin¬ 
cipal  administrative  officers  in  the  colony.  But  these 
functionaries,  though  accountable  to  the  Crown  for 
the  faithful  discharge  of  their  respective  official  duties, 
were  not  answerable,  either  individually  or  collectively, 
for  the  result  of  the  advice  they  might  offer  to  the 
governor.  He  consulted  them  at  his  own  discretion  ; 
and  the  responsibility  of  government  in  no  way  devolved 


a  For  a  return  showing  the  con-  55,  p.  71 ;  and  for  practice  and 
stitution  of  the  executive  in  colonies,  regulations  of  legislative  assemblies 
the  constitution  of  representative  in  colonies  possessing  responsible 
assemblies,  with  qualifications  for  government,  vide  Com.  Pap.  1881, 
the  same,  vide  Com.  Pap.  1889,  v.  v.  74,  p.  565  ;  lb.  1883,  v.  54. 


Old  sys¬ 
tem  of 
colonial 
govern¬ 
ment. 


26 


PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT 


Defects  of 
the  old 
colonial 
system. 


Introduc¬ 
tion  of  re¬ 
sponsible 
govern¬ 
ment. 


upon  them.  This  rested  solely  upon  the  governor  ;  and 
he  was  responsible  only  to  the  supreme  authority  of 
the  empire.15 

Complaints  of  misgovernment,  and  of  the  want  of 
harmony  between  the  executive  and  legislative  bodies, 
in  the  principal  colonies  of  Great  Britain,  were  frequent ; 
and  the  necessity  for  some  reform  in  colonial  adminis¬ 
tration  was  obvious  and  unquestionable,  though  the 
sagacity  of  British  statesmen  was  severely  tried  to  find 
an  adequate  solution  of  this  perplexing  and  difficult 
problem.  It  was  during  the  administration  of  Lord 
Melbourne  (in  the  years  1835  to  1841)  that  a  remedy 
was  first  devised  for  colonial  grievances,  whereby  the 
prevailing  discontents  in  the  colonies  were  removed. 
This  was  effected  by  the  wise  adaptation  of  British 
constitutional  principles  to  colonial  polity  ;  and  by  the 
gradual  introduction  into  each  dependency,  according 
to  its  political  condition  and  circumstances,  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  self-government  in  all  matters  of  local  concern, 
coupled  with  the  unreserved  application,  in  regard  to 
the  same,  of  the  constitutional  maxim  of  ministerial 
responsibility  to  the  colonial  assembly.0 

During  the  period  of  transition  from  the  paternal 
government  of  the  colonial  office  in  London  to  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  self-government  in  British  North  America 
and  in  Australia,  the  office  of  her  Majesty’s  secretary 
of  state  for  the  colonies  was  held,  first,  by  Lord  John 
Bussell, from  1839  to  1841  ;  and  afterwards  in  succession, 
from  1841  to  1852,  by  Lord  Stanley,  by  Mr.  Gladstone, 
and  by  Earl  Grey.  So  that  all  these  eminent  statesmen, 
representing  both  political  parties,  shared  in  the  work 
of  extending  to  the  most  distant  parts  of  the  empire 
the  full  benefits  of  the  British  Constitution. 


b  Votes  and  Proc.  Leg.  Assem.,  c  Mills,  Col.  Const.,  Introd.  p. 
N.  S.  Wales,  1859-60,  v.  1,  p.  xlviii. 

1130. 
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In  proof  of  the  extensive  powers  of  self-government 
which  have  been  conceded  to  the  colonies  of  late  years, 
it  will  suffice  to  notice  the  course  of  imperial  legislation 
on  the  subject  between  the  years  1850  and  1877.  In 
1850,  by  the  Imperial  Act,  13  &  14  Yic.  c.  59,  sec.  32, 
authority  was  granted  to  the  existing  legislatures  in 
Australia  to  alter  their  constitutions  at  their  discretion 
by  the  introduction  of  the  popular  element  therein,  and 
by  establishing  distinct  houses  on  the  model  of  the 
Imperial  Parliament.  The  only  stipulation  required 
was  that  before  the  new  constitutions  should  take 
effect,  they  should  receive  the  approval  of  the  Crown, 
and  should  have  remained  on  the  table  of  the  Houses  of 
Lords  and  Commons  for  thirty  days.  In  1863,  by  the 
Imperial  Act  26  &  27  Yic.  c.  84,  any  doubts  in  respect 
to  the  mode  of  exercising  these  ample  powers  were 
removed.  In  1865,  by  the  Act  28  &  29  Yic.  c.  63,  sec.  5, 
all  representative  legislatures  in  the  colonies  were 
declared  to  be  in  possession  of  full  power  to  frame  and 
enact  laws  -in  relation  to  their  local  constitution  and  to 
the  powers  and  procedure  of  their  legislative  bodies. 
The  Act  passed  in  1867  for  the  future  government  of 
British  North  America  was  based  upon  resolutions  pre¬ 
viously  agreed  to  by  delegates  from  the  various  colonies 
included  in  the  proposed  Confederation  (see post,  p.  432), 
and  the -similar  statute,  passed  in  1877  to  provide  for 
the  union  of  the  South  African  colonies,  was  a  mere 
outline,  to  which  the  assent  of  the  local  authorities 
had  been  previously  obtained,  but  which  is  not  intended 
to  be  elaborated  into  a  definite  and  complete  shape 
until  the  details  of  the  scheme  shall  have  been  con¬ 
sidered  and  approved  by  the  several  colonies  and  states 
proposed  to  be  included  in  the  Act  of  Union  (see  post, 
p.  430).  Moreover,  by  the  British  North  America 
Act,  1867,  sec.  92  (1),  the  legislatures  of  the  several 
provinces  of  the  new  Dominion  were  clothed  with  plenary 
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authority  to  amend  their  respective  constitutions  from 
time  to  time ;  save  only  as  regards  the  office  of 
lieutenant-governor,  whose  position,  powers,  and 
functions  are  defined  by  the  imperial  statute.  Already 
one  of  the  Canadian  provinces  (Manitoba)  has  availed 
itself  of  this  permission  by  passing  an  Act  to  abolish  the 
upper  legislative  chamber  (s ee post,  p.  696). 

The  introduction  of  ‘  responsible  government  ’  into 
the  British  colonies  was  an  event  which  it  required  no 
legislative  process  to  effect  or  ratify.  It  scarcely 
necessitated  any  alteration  in  the  governor’s  £  Com¬ 
mission  and  Instructions  ’  ;  although,  as  the  new  system 
has  matured,  these  organic  instruments  of  colonial 
government  have  been  occasionally  modified,  so  as  to 
bring  them  into  more  perfect  accord  with  the  existing 
polity.  The  only  definite  change  in  the  royal  instruc¬ 
tions  upon  the  introduction  of  responsible  government 
into  a  colony  was  to  provide  that  henceforth  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Executive  Council  should  be  appointed  with 
the  understanding  that,  upon  their  ceasing  to  retain 
the  confidence  of  the  popular  branch  of  the  legislature, 
they  must  resign  office.  But,  in  connection  with  this 
virtual  transfer  of  power  from  an  irresponsible  to  a 
responsible  executive,  the  imperial  government  surren¬ 
dered  the  exercise  of  local  patronage  ;  and  appoint¬ 
ments  to  places  of  power  and  profit  in  the  colony 
passed  from  the  hands  of  the  governor  and  the  home 
authorities  into  those  of  the  Executive  Council,  or 
‘  responsible  ’  ministry. 

At  the  first  introduction  of  this  new  method  of  ad¬ 
ministration,  it  was  frequently  necessary  for  the  secre¬ 
tary  of  state  to  advise,  admonish,  and  instruct  the 
Queen’s  representative  in  the  several  colonies,  in  the 
application  of  the  novel  principles  of  parliamentary 
government  to  colonial  use  ;  and  to  assist  in  determin¬ 
ing  controversies  between  the  governor  and  his  advisers5 
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or  between  the  local  executive  and  the  legislative  bodies. 
But  gradually,  as  the  colonies  which  were  intrusted  with 
powers  of  local  self-government  began  to  appreciate  the 
value  of  the  gift  and  the  obligations  which  it  entailed 
upon  them  to  use  their  freedom  with  wisdom  and  mutual 
forbearance,  it  has  become  the  policy  of  the  imperial 
government  to  withdraw  from  any  interference  with 
colonial  legislation  and  administration  in  matters  of 
local  concern.11 

The  mother  country,  however,  still  retains  the  right 
to  interpose — either  by  advice,  remonstrance,  or,  if  need 
be,  by  active  measures  of  control — whenever  the  powers 
of  self-government  are  attempted  to  be  exercised,  by 
any  colony,  in  an  unlawful,  unconstitutional,  or  oppres¬ 
sive  manner.®  ‘  The  whole  question  of  the  relations  of 
the  imperial  authority  to  the  representative  colonies  is 
one  of  great  difficulty  and  delicacy.  It  requires  con¬ 
summate  prudence  and  statesmanship  to  reconcile  the 
metropolitan  supremacy  with  the  worthy  spirit  of  colo¬ 
nial  independence.  As  a  matter  of  abstract  right,  the 
mother  country  has  never  parted  with  the  claim  of 
ultimate,  supreme  authority  for  the  imperial  legisla¬ 
ture.  If  it  did  so,  it  would  dissolve  the  imperial  tie, 
and  convert  the  colonies  into  foreign  and  independent 
states.’ £ 

The  only  instance  wherein  it  would  seem  that  im¬ 
perial  intervention  and  control  had  been  formally  sur¬ 
rendered  is  in  respect  to  the  colonies  which  are  now 
included  as  provinces  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  and 
in  reference,  especially,  to  local,  legislation  in  those 
provinces.  By  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867, 
section  90,  it  is  provided  that  the  authority  for  deter¬ 
mining  upon  the  expediency  of  disallowing  provincial 
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d  See  post,  pp.  182, 200,  216, 511.  Harcourt)  in  the  London  ‘Times,’ 
e  See  post,  p.  158.  June  1,  1879,  p.  10. 

1  ‘  Historicus  ’  (Sir  W.  Vernon- 
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imperial  statutes,  or  withholding  the  royal  assent  from  reserved 
vention  in  bills  passed  by  the  provincial  legislatures,  shall  be  the 
mates'81  governor-general  of  Canada,  and  not  the  Queen.  This 
declaration  of  the  Imperial  Parliament  has  been  con¬ 
strued  by  the  imperial  government  itself  to  be  a  virtual 
relinquishment  of  the  right  to  interfere  with  provincial 
legislation  under  any  conceivable  circumstance  ;  and  as 
vesting  in  the  Dominion  governor  in  council  actum 
under  the  authority  of  the  imperial  statute  aforesaid 
an  absolute  and  unlimited  responsibility  for  deciding 
thereupon.®  But  this  position  cannot  be  maintained 
without  some  qualification.  The  acts  of  all  subordinate 
legislatures  throughout  the  empire  must  be  liable  to 
the  constitutional  oversight  and  control  of  the  Crown 
in  the  last  resort.  This  is  necessary,  not  only  for  the 
purpose  of  maintaining  the  ultimate  authority  of  the 
supreme  power,  but  likewise  for  the  purpose  of  insuring 
that  no  colonial  or  provincial  legislation  shall  be  exer¬ 
cised  unlawfully,  or  to  the  prejudice  of  other  parts  of 
the  empire.  With  this  proviso,  it  is  understood  that 
the  imperial  government — with  the  sanction  of  Parlia¬ 
ment — have  delegated  to  the  governor-general  in  coun¬ 
cil  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown  in  the 
control  of  all  provincial  legislation  within  the  Dominion, 
and  will  not  directly  interpose  therein,  except  under 
very  special  and  extraordinary  contingencies,  which 
could  neither  be  anticipated  nor  defined  beforehand.11 
^apta-  And  here  it  may  be  well  to  remark  that  the  gra- 
parliamen-  dual  relaxation,  by  the  mother  country,  of  the  tie  of 
vernment  Political  dependence  on  the  central  authority  of  the 
toaninde-  empire,  in  respect  to  any  British  colony,  or  even  the 
com  mu-  actual  sundering  of  connection  between  them,  does 
nity-  not  necessarily  involve  the  overthrow  or  abandonment 
of  the  system  of  parliamentary  government  which, 


e  S ee  post,  pp.  442,  457,  4G2,  476-79.  h  See^osi!,  pp.  15S,  4S8,  527. 
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after  the  model  of  the  parent  state,  has  been  esta- 
blislied  therein.  .  That  system  might  be  suitably  retained, 
on  account  of  its  obvious  advantages,  long  after  the 
control  of  the  mother  country  has  been  relaxed,  or 
even  withdrawn. 

_  But  in  order  to  secure  to  a  colony  the  benefit  of  Powers  of 
British  institutions,  after  the  relinquishment  of  the  tSai 
right  to  interfere  with  its  local  self-government,  the  g°vernor- 
limits  of  authority  appropriate  to  the  governor  should 
be  well  defined  and  carefully  secured.  To  ascer¬ 
tain  those  limits  and  to  define  such  powers,  we  must 
study  the  complex  phenomena  of  the  British  Constitu¬ 
tion.  In  that  admirable  system,  as  settled  by  constitu¬ 
tional  usage  within  the  past  sixty  years,  there  is— as 

we  have  sought  to  show  in  the  preceding  pages _ a 

practical  recognition  of  the  authority  which  appertains 
to  the  Crown  in  a  limited  monarchy  ;  controlled  by 
the  unreserved  assertion  and  exercise  of  the  principles 
of  ministerial  responsibility,  and  of  the  ultimate  su¬ 
premacy  of  Parliament.  These  several  principles  must 
each  be  maintained  inviolate,  and  in  harmonious  action, 
wherever  it  is  sought  to  perpetuate,  in  any  land  under 
whatsoever  political  conditions,  the  blessings  of  con¬ 
stitutional  government.  And,  even  in  the  supposable 
case  of  the  amicable  separation  of  a  colony  from  the 
parent  state,  the  superior  advantages  of  possessing  in¬ 
stitutions  based  upon  the  stable  foundation  of  a  limited 
monarchy,  and  similar  in  principle  to  those  of  England, 
would  naturally  induce  the  young  community  to  retain, 
with  as  little  alteration  as  possible,  the  most  prominent 
features  of  a  polity  that  has,  for  so  many  generations, 
preserved  freedom  without  lawlessness  to  the  British 
nation. 

These  considerations  have  led  to  the  present  attempt 
to  depict,  in  the  first  place,  the  actual  position  of  the 
sovereign  in  connection  with  parliamentary  institu- 


PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT 


Oi) 

OA 


Functions 
of  a 
consti¬ 
tutional 
governor. 


tions,  in  the  mother  country,  and  then  to  point  out  the 
corresponding  position  and  functions  of  a  constitutional 
governor,  in  self-governing  communities  within  the 
limits  of  the  British  Empire. 

There  is,  no  doubt,  a  general  impression  abroad, 
amongst  persons  who  have  not  bestowed  much  thought 
upon  the  matter,  that  the  governor  of  a  British  colony, 
or  province,  is  little  less  than  an  ornamental  appendage 
to  our  political  system ;  necessary,  to  fulfil  certain 
ceremonial  duties  ;  useful,  to  represent  the  community 
at  large  upon  public  occasions,  or  as  the  mouth-piece 
of  public  sentiment ;  and  of  unquestionable  service  to 
society,  in  the  discharge  of  a  dignified  and  liberal 
hospitality,  to  be  freely  extended  to  whoever  may  be 
a  suitable  recipient  of  viceregal  favour,  without  distinc¬ 
tion  of  creed  or  party. 

But  if  this  were  all  that  we  had  a  right  to  expect 
from  a  governor,  it  would  be  quite  insufficient  to  jus¬ 
tify  the  pre-eminence  which  is  attached  to  his  office 
as  a  representative  of  the  Crown.  Without  underra¬ 
ting  foi  a  moment  the  incalculable  advantages  which 
society  and  the  state  derive  from  the  fulfilment  of  the 
duties  above  enumerated,  by  men  in  exalted  positions 
—assisted  by  the  ladies  of  their  household— such  cere¬ 
monial  observances  and  festivities  might,  without  much 
loss,  of  dignity  or  efficiency,  be  assigned  to  cabinet 
ministers,  and  other  prominent  officers  of  government 
of  adequate  rank  and  fortune. 

.  Tlle  governor  of  a  British  dependency,  however 
within  the  limits  prescribed  by  his  commission  is 
essentially  a  political  officer  ;  and  the  necessity  for  his 
office  must  be  estimated  according  to  the  gravity  and 
importance  of  the  duties  allotted  to  him  in  the  body 
politic.  If  his  duties  in  that  relation  are  mainly  for¬ 
mal  and  his  political  functions  of  small  account  the 
continuance  of  the  office  will  be  apt  to  be  regarded  as 
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an  expensive  luxury,  which  cannot  be  justified  by  an 
economical  people,  or  endured  in  an  age  which  is  into¬ 
lerant  of  shams. 

But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  a  constitutional  governor 
is  actually  invested  with  an  authority  which  is  emi¬ 
nently  capable  of  being  employed  for  the  public  good  ; 
and  if  he  fills  a  place  of  trust,  wherein  he  is  competent, 
upon  fitting  occasions,  to  interpose  to  guard  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  political  liberties  of  those  over  whom  he 
presides, — then  it  becomes  the  interest  as  well  as  the 
duty  of  all  good  citizens  to  respect  his  office,  and  to 
strengthen  and  uphold  him  in  the  exercise  of  its  lawful 
prerogatives. 

The  gradual  but  vital  change  which  the  present 
generation  has  witnessed  in  the  relations  of  executive 
authority,  in  the  self-governing  colonies  of  the  British 
empire,  to  the  people,  in  their  local  legislatures,  has 
led  to  the  impression  that  no  political  duties  remain  to 
be  fulfilled  by  a  constitutional  governor,  save  only 
such  as  are  of  a  formal  and  ceremonial  kind. 

This  idea  has  been  fostered  by  the  wide-spread  but 
most  erroneous  assumption  that  the  sovereign  herself, 
whose  commission  the  governor  holds,  has  ceased  to  be 
to  any  appreciable  extent  a  power  in  the  state.  We 
have  shown  the  falsity  of  this  belief,  and  have  en¬ 
deavoured  to  point  out  some  of  the  most  prominent 
benefits  which  accrue  to  a  nation  from  the  existence 
and  operation  of  the  monarchical  element  in  its  politi¬ 
cal  constitution. 

In  the  various  dependencies  of  the  British  empire 
which  are  in  the  enjoyment  of  representative  institu¬ 
tions,  their  respective  constitutions  are  all,  with  more 
or  less  distinctness,  framed  on  the  model  of  the  parent 
state. 

In  the  debates  on  the  Quebec  Government  Bill  of  1791 — which 
was  the  first  attempt  to  introduce  in  a  colony  by  imperial  legislation 
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the  institutions  of  the  mother  country — Mr.  Fox  ‘  laid  it  down  as  a 
principle  never  to  be  departed  from,  that  every  part  of  the  British 
dominions  ought  to  possess  a  government,  in  the  constitution  of 
which  monarchy,  aristocracy,  and  democracy  were  mutually  blended 
and  united.’ 1 

The  sovereign,  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  House 
of  Commons  are  severally  reproduced,  in  so  far  as  the 
altered  circumstances  of  colonial  dependence  will 
permit,  by  a  governor,  who  represents  the  Crown ; 
by  a  legislative  council  or  senate — either  nominated  by 
the  Crown  or  chosen  by  election — which  is  intended  to 
exercise  ‘  the  legislative  functions  of  the  House  of 
Lords 5 ;  and  by  a  popular  chamber,  which  possesses, 
within  the  colony,  4  the  rights  and  powers  of  the  House 
of  Commons.’ 

This  distinction  between  the  constitutional  rights  and  powers  of 
the  two  houses  is  taken  from  a  formal  definition  of  the  constitution 
of  the  colony  of  Victoria,  which  was  accepted  by  the  Crown  and  by 
both  houses  of  parliament  in  that  colony.! 

In  every  British  colony  of  adequate  extent  and  im¬ 
portance,  the  personal  authority  of  the  Crown  is  re¬ 
presented  and  monarchical  functions  discharged  by 
a  governor,  who  is  nominated  to  his  office  by  the 
sovereign  in  council,  and  appointed  by  letters-patent 
under  the  great  seal ;  his  jurisdiction  and  powers 
being  defined  by  the  terms  of  his  commission,  and 
by  the  royal  instructions  which  accompany  the  same. 

A  governor  so  appointed  is  empowered,  by  his  com¬ 
mission,  ‘  to  do  and  execute  all  things  that  shall  be¬ 
long’  to  his  office,  and  be  appropriate  to  the  trust 
confided  to  him  by  the  royal  instructions,  then  or  after¬ 
wards  to  be  communicated  to  him  through  one  of  her 
Majesty’s  principal  secretaries  of  state,  who  is  the  con¬ 
stitutional  mouthpiece  of  the  Crown. 


*  Pari.  Hist.  v.  29,  p.  409.  See  Stokes,  Const,  of  Colonies,  ch.  vii 
J  Victoria  Leg.  Assem.,  Votes  and  Proc.  1877-78,  v.  1,  pp.  192,  289. 
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The  Royal  Instructions  are  directly  referred  to  in  the  British 
North  America  Act,  1867,  sec.  55,  and  in  the  South  Africa  Act, 
1877,  as  a  part  of  the  constitutional  law,  for  the  guidance  of  a 
governor.  They  are  issued  upon  the  responsibility  of  the  ministers 
of  the  Crown,  and  especially  of  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies. 
The  authority  attributed  to  instructions  and  official  regulations, 
issued  by  direction  of  the  Crown  through  a  secretary  of  state  to  a 
governor,  as  being  sufficient,  under  certain  circumstances,  to  over¬ 
ride  a  general  law,  is  remarkably  exemplified  in  certain  official  cor¬ 
respondence  concerning  the  Governor’s  salary  in  Queensland.1" 

He  is  authorised  to  exercise  the  lawful  powers  and  pre¬ 
rogatives  of  the  Crown  in  assembling,  proroguing,  and 
dissolving  the  colonial  parliament ; 1  to  give  or  withhold 
the  royal  assent  to  bills  passed  by  the  parliament  4  or 
to  reserve  them  for  the  signification  of  the  royal  plea¬ 
sure,  pursuant  to  his  instructions  from  the  Crown.  He 
is  empowered  to  appoint  to  office  all  ministers  of  state 
and  other  public  officers  in  the  colony,  and  upon  suffi¬ 
cient  cause  to  suspend  or  remove  them  from  office. 
He  is  authorised,  under  certain  restrictions,,  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  prerogative  of  mercy,  by  the  reprieve  or 
pardon  of  criminal  offenders  within  his  jurisdiction  ; 
and  to  remit  fines  and  penalties  due  to  the  Crown.  All 
mone}^s  to  be  expended  for  the  public  service  are  issued 
from  the  treasury,  under  the  governor’s  warrant.  And 
furthermore,  it  is  expressly  declared  that,  ‘  if  anything 
should  happen  which  may  be  for  the  advantage  or 
security  of  the  colony,  and  is  not  provided  for  in  the 
governor’s  commission  and  instructions,  he  may  take 
order  for  the  present  therein.’"1 

It  is  true  that  the  governor  of  a  colony  is  not  a  vice- 


k  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1872,  p.  777.  1879,  Sess.  1,  p.  21.  Tasmania, 

1  A  governor  is  competent  to  March  11,  1880.  N.  S.  Wales 
open  and  to  close  Parliament  by  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.,  April  6,  1881. 
commissioners  acting  on  his  behalf  Cape  of  Good  Hope  Assem.  Votes, 
(New  Zeal.  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.,  Sept.  1,  Feb.  7,  1883.)  And  see  i?ost,  p. 
i860.  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  161. 

1873,  p.  1),  or  to  close  a  session  of  “  Col.  Reg.  1892,  No.  34. 
Parliament  by  proclamation  ( lb . 
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roy,  and  that  unlimited  sovereign  authority  is  not  dele¬ 
gated  to  him.  He  cannot  exercise  all  the  prerogatives 
of  the  Crown,  but  only  such  as  are  expressly  or  im¬ 
pliedly  included  within  the  scope  of  his  commission. 
The  lawful  extent  of  a  governor’s  powers  has,  in  re¬ 
peated  instances,  been  ascertained  and  determined  by 
courts  of  law."  Nevertheless,  there  is  a  general  de¬ 
volution,  to  every  colonial  governor,  of  so  much  of  the 
authority  of  the  Crown  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  administering  the  government  of  the  colony 
over  which  he  is  placed  by  the  sovereign,  whose  office 
and  authority  he  represents.  Pursuant  to  his  commis¬ 
sion  and  the  accompanying  instructions,  he  becomes 
within  the  limits  assigned  to  him  the  embodiment  and 
expression  of  the  monarchical  element  in  the  colonial 
polity,  so  far  as  that  element  can  find  a  constitutional 
channel  for  its  exercise  under  parliamentary  govern¬ 
ment.  The  office  of  governor  is  as  much  a  constituent 
part  of  the  constitution  in  every  colony  as  is  that  of 
either  of  the  other  branches  of  the  local  legislature.  A 
constitutional  governor  is  not  merely  the  source  and 
warrant  of  all  executive  authority  within  his  jurisdic¬ 
tion  :  he  is  also  the  pledge  and  safeguard  against  all 
abuse  of  power,  by  whomsoever  it  may  be  proposed  or 
manifested  ;  and  to  this  end  he  is  entrusted  with  the 
maintenance  ol  certain  rights  and  the  performance  of 
certain  duties  which  are  essential  to  the  wmlfare  of  the 
whole  community.  And,  while  he  may  not  encroach 
upon  the  rights  and  privileges  of  other  portions  of  the 
body-politic,  he  is  equally  bound  to  preserve  inviolate 
those  which  appertain  to  his  own  office ;  for  they  are  a 
trust  which  he  holds,  in  the  name  and  on  the  behalf  of 
the  Crown,  for  the  benefit  of  the  people. 


See  Broom,  Const.  Law,  pp.  Aon  Cas  109  Anri  t 
023-650.  Musgrave  „.  Pulido.L.  (1861)  1 12  pp  ITO-S5  L“W 
I.  Bep.  n.s.  vol.  41,  p.  629  ;  5  L.  E.  '  P1  'U  lb 
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Should  a  governor  exceed  his  rightful  powers,  or  The 
commit  any  act  to  which  exception  could  he  justly  governor 
taken,  an  appeal  is  always  open  to  the  sovereign, 
through  the  secretary  of  state,0  and  to  the  Imperial 
Parliament,  which  is  the  grand  inquest  of  the  nation 
for  the  redress  of  all  grievances. 

In  18S7  the  Governor  of  the  Mauritius — Sir  John  Pope 
Hennessy — was  suspended  from  office  pending  the  investigation,  by 
a  Royal  Commission  of  Inquiry,  into  charges  preferred  against 
him.  Though  Sir  Hercules  Robinson’s  report  of  the  findings  of  the 
Commission  was  not  laid  before  the  Imperial  Parliament,  it  appears 
that  the  alleged  charges  were  : — ‘  That  the  policy  and  utterances  of 
the  governor  have  mainly  revived  race  animosities  and  religious 
antagonism  in  Mauritius  ;  that  he  has  allied  himself  to  a  party  and 
shown  himself  a  bitter  partisan  ;  and  that,  owing  to  his  disposition,, 
differences  have  arisen  between  him  and  nearly  all  the  leading 
officials.’?  The  colonial  secretary — Sir  Henry  Holland — in  a 
despatch  dated  July  12,  1887,  gives  the  conclusions  he  arrived  at 
after  hearing  the  defence  of  Sir  J.  P.  Hennessy  to  the  charges 
brought  against  him  before  the  Commission  of  Inquiry,  also  review¬ 
ing  the  question,  and  decided,  not  without  considerable  hesitation, 

‘  that  sufficient  cause  has  not  been  shown  to  justify  the  removal  of 
Sir  John  Pope  Hennessy  from  the  office  of  Governor  of  Mauritius.’  ^ 

But  a  governor  is  not  personally  responsible  for 
acts  of  state,  or  for  acts  done  upon  the  advice  of  his 
appointed  legal  adviser,  to  the  colonial  parliament  or  th 
any  local  tribunal ;  save  only  in  respect  to  civil 
or  criminal  liability  which  he  may  have  incurred  for 
personal  acts  of  wrong-doing  committed  while  holding 
the  royal  commission,  and  wherein  the  courts  of  law 
are  capable  of  affording  redress  or  of  awarding  punish¬ 
ment/ 


°  Col.  Reg.  1892,  No.  225.  For  52,  660. 
complaint  preferred  against  go-  p  The  Colonies  and  India,  1887, 
vernor  of  Crown  Colony  see  case  of  July  22,  p.  21. 

Governor  of  British  Honduras,  Com.  q  Despatch  on  Report  of  Royal 
Pap.  1881  v.  65.  p.  1.  For  other  Commission  of  Inquiry  into  affairs 
cases  s ee post,  p.  141,  n.  Procedure  of  Mauritius,  Com.  Pap.  188/,  v.  58, 
on  complaints  against  governors  in  p.  349. 

self-governing  colonies  see  jpost,  pp.  r  See  Forsyth,  Const.  Cases,  pp. 
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In  1868,  in  New  Zealand,  a  question  arose  concerning  the 
position  and  powers  of  the  governor  and  his  constitutional  advisers 
in  the  suppression  of  local  disturbances  :  whether  they  were  free 
to  have  recourse  to  martial  law  and  other  extreme  measures,  without 
the  direct  authority,  or  at  least  the  subsequent  sanction  of  the 
provincial  legislature. 

At  firs!  it  was  a  general  impression  that  for  any  such  unauthor¬ 
ised  proceedings  the  local  officers  were  liable  to  prosecution  under 
certain  imperial  statutes  ;  but  the  issue  of  the  proceedings  taken 
against  Governor  Eyre,  of  Jamaica,  in  1868,  established  the  validity 
of  colonial  Acts  of  Indemnity.  The  imperial  law-courts  decided 
that  such  enactments  were  as  effectual  in  England  as  in  the  colony, 
wherein  they  had  been  passed.3  This  relieved  the  governor  from 
personal  responsibility  where  he  had  acted  in  good  faith  and  upon 
ministerial  advice,  though  he  might  have  committed  errors  of 
judgment.* 

In  1877,  however,  a  case  occurred  in  Jamaica  wherein  the 
governor,  acting  under  the  advice  of  the  attorney-general — which 
was  afterwards  approved  by  the  Imperial  Government — seized  a 
vessel,  ‘  The  Florence,’  in  a  port  of  the  island,  upon  the  assumption 
that  it  contained  goods  contraband  of  war.  The  owners  of  the  ship 
brought  an  action  against  the  governor  for  unlawfully  detaining 
the  vessel  and  its  cargo  of  ammunition.  The  governor  pleaded 
that  the  seizure  was  an  act  of  State  ;  but  his  defence  was  overruled 
by  the  colonial  court,  which  decided  that  the  governor’s  action  had 
been  unjustifiable.  This  decision  was  confirmed  by  the  Privy 
Council,  and  the  governor  was  condemned  in  damages  and  costs 
amounting  to  8,0007.u 

The  Colonial  Office  approved  of  the  governor’s  conduct,  and, 
accordingly,  directed  that  the  above  amount  should  be  charged  to 
colonial  funds.  The  legislative  council,  however,  which  consisted 
of  twenty  members,  equally  composed  of  ‘  official’  and  ‘non- 
official  ’  persons,  protested  against  the  passing  of  a  vote  for  this  sum 
and  it  was  accordingly  rejected.  The  Colonial  Office  then  requested 
the  Treasury  to  apply  to  Parliament  to  vote  one  half  the  amount, 


84  88 ;  Tarring,  Law  on  the  Colonies, 
pp.  30-40.  And  see  the  Imperial 
Act  11  William  III.  c.  12  (which  is 
still  in  force),  ‘  to  punish  Governors 
of  Plantations  in  this  kingdom  for 
crimes  by  them  committed  in  the 
Plantations  ;  ’  also,  42  Geo.  III.  c. 

85  ;  and  the  Act  13  Geo.  III.  c.  63^ 
sec.  39.  And  see  a  memorandum 
by  the  Marquis  of  Normanby, 


governor  of  New  Zealand,  to  the 
premierof  the  colony,  dated  June  17, 
1878,  in  the  New  Zealand  Gazette 
of  June  21,  1878. 

3  Phillips  v.  Eyre,  L.  R.  4  0.  B 
225  ;  6  Q.  B.  1. 

*  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1870 
Appx.  A.  No.  1,  pp.  10-13,  A.  1.  a. 
p.  9. 

u  5  L.  R.  App.  p.  102. 
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with  the  understanding  that  the  colony  should  pay  the  other  moiety. 
To  insure  the  success  of  this  plan  the  ‘  official  members  ’  of  the 
legislative  council  were  notified  that  it  was  their  duty  to  support 
the  Government  proposition.  By  this  means  the  vote  was  carried. 
Thereupon  all  the  non-official  members  resigned.  The  whole  matter 
was  discussed  in  the  House  of  Commons  on  March  9,  1883.  The 
under  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  defended  the  action  of 
the  Government.  He  showed  that,  by  a  circular  issued  from  the 
Colonial  Office  in  August,  1868,  the  relations  between  official  and 
non-official  members  of  council  in  Crown  colonies  were  regulated 
and  defined.  It  was  therein  laid  down  that  in  such  a  constitution 
‘  the  power  of  the  Crown,  if  pressed  to  its  extreme  limit,  was  suffi¬ 
cient  to  overcome  every  resistance  that  might  be  made  to  it  ’ — in 
other  words,  to  secure  to  the  executive  government  a  majority  in 
the  legislative  council.  If  any  nominated  or  salaried  member  of 
council  could  not  support  the  Government  in  the  legislature,  he 
should  resign.  For  ‘in  Jamaica,  as  in  all  other  colonies  and  coun¬ 
tries  in  which  the  Government  is  represented  in  the  legislature  by 
its  officers  having  seats  and  A’otes  therein,  it  is  essential  that  those 
officers,  whatever  proportion  they  may  bear  to  the  total  number  of 
the  chamber,  shall  vote  together  on  all  questions  in  respect  of 
which  the  policy  of  the  Government  has  been  decided.’  It  was  right 
that  Jamaica,  which  contributed  nothing  towards  its  military 
defence,  should  share  the  cost  of  the  present  expenditure,  which 
arose  out  of  the  provisions  of  a  local  statute/  After  this  explanation 
the  matter  was  dropped. w 

Speaking  of  the  legal  liability  of  a  colonial  governor,  Sir  W.  R. 
Anson  x  says  :  ‘  He  can  be  sued  in  the  courts  of  the  colony  in  the 
ordinary  forms  of  procedure.  Whether  the  cause  of  action  spring 
from  liabilities  incurred  by  him  in  his  private  or  in  his  public 
capacity,  this  rule  would  appear  to  hold  good.  Though  he  repre¬ 
sents  the  Crown,  he  has  none  of  the  legal  irresponsibility  of  the 
sovereign  within  the  compass  of  his  delegated  and  limited 
sovereignty.’ 

Throughout  the  British  empire — even  in  colonies 
where  self-government  has  been  conceded  to  the  fullest 
extent  compatible  with  the  maintenance  of  imperial 
supremacy — there  is  a  reservation  of  the  paramount 

v  Despatch  Dec.  16, 1882.  Com.  Custom  of  the  Constitution,  part  2. 
Pap.  1882,  v.  46,  p.  123.  The  Crown,  p.  262,  London,  1892. 

w  Hans.  D.,  v.  276,  pp.  1939-  Hill  v.  Bigge,  3  Moore  P.  C.,  465 ; 
1967.  Musgrave  v.  Pulido,  5  L.  R.  App. 

*  Anson,  Sir  W.  R.,  Law  and  102. 
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Reserved  authority  of  Parliament,  and  of  the  right  of  every 
authority.  British  subject  to  appeal  to  that  tribunal.  But  while 
the  ultimate  control,  alike  over  colonial  and  imperial 
administration,  is  vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the 
Imperial  Parliament,  which  is  at  all  times  ready  to 
listen  to  complaints  of  an  undue  exercise  of  power  on 
the  part  of  any  minister  of  the  Crown,  that  supreme 
authority  may  be  constitutionally  invoked  only  in 
extreme  cases,  and  enforced  only  when  it  is  indis¬ 
pensably  necessary  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
empire/ 

Moreover,  certain  prerogatives  of  the  Crown  are  suit- 
ably  1  eserv  ed  in  every  colony  to  the  direct  and  immedi¬ 
ate  expi  ession  of  the  royal  pleasure  thereon.  The  powers 
so  reseived  differ  according  to  the  position  and  circum¬ 
stances  of  the  particular  colony;  but  they  invariably 
include  the  abstract  right  of  dealing  with  all  colonial 
legislation,  and  of  disallowing  such  acts  as  may  be 
deemed  objectionable,  or  in  direct  opposition  to  impe¬ 
rial  policy.* 2  Sometimes,  colonial  laws  which,  for  defect 
m  form  or  substance,  might  otherwise  need  to  be  disal¬ 
lowed,  are  remitted  to  the  colony  wherein  they  were 
enacted,  accompanied  by  a  despatch  from  the  secretary 
of  state  for  the  colonies,  suggesting  their  modification 
or  repeal/  The  judicial  prerogative  of  the  Crown,  or 
the  right  of  determining  in  the  last  resort  all  contro¬ 
versies  between  subjects  in  every  part  of  the  empire 
has  been  universally  reserved,  as  being  one  of  the 
most  stable  safeguards,  and  most  beneficial  acts  of 
sovereign  power/  The  administration  of  the  preroo-a  • 
tives  of  mercy  and  of  honour  is  either  reserved  to  the 
Crown  or  is  made  the  subject  of  special  and  limited 


y  See  Secretary  Cardwell’s  de¬ 
spatch  to  Governor  Eyre,  dated 
Dec.  1,  1865,  in  Com.  Pap.  (on 
Jamaica),  1866,  v.  51,  p.  250  ; 


Forsyth’s  cases,  p.  21. 

2  Col.  Peg.  1891,  Nos.  32,  48. 
a  Mills,  Col.  Const,  p.  36. 
b  lb.  p.  47. 
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delegation.  Finally,  all  questions  winch  involve  tlie 
relations  of  British  dependencies,  and  consequently  of 
the  United  Kingdom  itself,  with  foreign  states — the 
formation  of  treaties  and  alliances  ;  the  naturalisation 
of  aliens  ;  the  declaration  of  war  or  peace,  and,  by  con¬ 
sequence,  all  regulations  affecting  the  disposition  or 
control  of  imperial  military  forces — are,  invariably  and 
for  obvious  reasons,  reserved  for  the  direction  and 
control  of  the  parent  state.0 

The  governor  of  every  British  colony,  as  represent¬ 
ing  the  authority  of  the  Crown  therein,  is  appropri¬ 
ately  entrusted  with  the  exercise  of  all  lawful  powers 
of  control  over  all  public  officers,  whether  civil  or  mili¬ 
tary,  within  the  limits  of  his  government ;  and  he  is 
ordinarily  nominated  as  captain-general,  commander-in- 
chief,  and  vice-admiral  tlierein.a  But,  though  he  may 
be  styled  commander-in-chief,  he  is  not  thereby  in¬ 
vested,  without  a  special  appointment  from  the  sove¬ 
reign,  with  the  command  of  the  regular  forces  in  the 
colony.  In  military  matters,  he  must  act  in  concert 
with  the  officer  in  command  of  the  forces,  who,  in  the 
event  of  the  colony  being  invaded  or  assailed  by  a  fo¬ 
reign  enemy,  and  becoming  the  scene  of  active  military 
operations,  assumes  the  entire  military  control  of  the 
troops.6 

In  colonies  possessing  responsible  government,  the 
ordinary  control  over  civil  servants — including  their 
nomination,  appointment,  and  removal  from  office — 
is  practically  vested  in  the  hands  of  the  local  admin¬ 
istration.  Appointments  are  made,  in  such  colonies, 
by  the  governor,  with  the  advice  of  his  executive 


The 

governor. 


Civil 

servants. 


c  Mills.  Col.  Const,  p.  48.  commissions  and  letters-patent  con- 

d  lb.  pp.  24-26.  See  Stokes,  stituting  the  office  of  governor  in 
Const,  of  the  British  Colonies  in  different  colonies. 

America  (published  in  1783),  Cli.  IV.  e  Col.  Reg.  1892,  secs.  10-20. 
And  see  the  terms  of  the  several  And  see  post,  p.  375. 
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council ;  and  they  do  not  require  confirmation  by  the 
imperial  government.  And  the  governor,  acting  by 
and  with  his  council,  possesses  the  absolute  right  of 
suspending  or  dismissing  all  public  servants  who  hold 
office  during  pleasured  While  the  governor  is  free 
to  suggest  or  remonstrate  with  his  ministers,  when 
requested  to  give  the  sanction  of  the  Crown  in  cases  of 
appointments  or  removals  from  office,  it  is  only  under 
very  exceptional  circumstances  that  he  would  be  justi¬ 
fied  in  disregarding  the  recommendation  of  his  respon¬ 
sible  advisers  on  such  subjects. g 

In  the  Australian  colonies,  with  a  view  to  secure  the  proper  inde¬ 
pendence  of  the  two  houses  of  the  legislature,  it  has  been  customary, 
by  the  combined  action  of  statute  law  and  parliamentary  usage,  to 
allow  all  the  officers  and  clerks  in  each  house  to  be  appointed  on  the 
nomination  of  the  speaker.11 

In  Canada  the  clerk,  chaplain,  serjeant-at-arms,  and  usher  of 
the  black  rod  of  the  senate,  are  appointed  by  the  Crown,  and  the 
other  officials  of  the  house  by  the  committee  on  contingent  accounts. 
In  the  House  of  Commons  the  clerk  and  serjeant-at-arms  are  Crown 
appointments,  but  the  remainder  of  the  staff  are  appointed  by  the 
speaker.1 


Iii  the  case  of  offices  not  of  a  political  nature,  it  is, 
however,  highly  inexpedient,  improper,  and  at  variance 
with  the  constitutional  practice  of  the  mother  country 
to  remove  individuals  from  office  from  political  motives, 


f  Col.  Reg.  1892,  secs.  4,  80,  63. 
g  Hon.  E.  B.  Chandler’s  case 
(New  Brunswick  Assem.  Jour.  1862, 
PP.  192-196).  See  Governor  Mus- 
grave’s  message  to  the  Legislative 
Council  of  South  Australia,  in  reply 
to  their  address  remonstrating 
against  a  certain  appointment,  in 
alleged  violation  of  the  Civil  Ser¬ 
vice  Act.  (South  Australian  Pari 
Proc.  1875,  v.  1.  p.  27.)  And  see 
the  case  of  the  civil  servants  dis¬ 
missed  in  Victoria,  in  1878,  and  the 
despatch  addressed  by  the  Imperial 
Government  to  Governor  Bowen, 
disapproving  of  his  sanctioning  these 


dismissals.  (Post,  p.  736.) 

h  Viet.  Leg.  Coun.,  Votes  1880- 
81 ;  App.  D,  5.  Ib.  1881,  D,  4. 

1  Bourinot’s  Pari.  Proc.  and 
Practice,  Montreal,  1892,  pp.  202- 
222  ;  vide  speech  of  Rt.  Hon.  Sir  J. 
Macdonald  (premier)  in  debate  in 
the  Canadian  House  of  Commons 
on  the  dismissal  of  officials  of  the 
house,  caused,  by  the  speaker  of  an 
expiring  parliament  having  made 
appointments  that  were  not  sub¬ 
sequently  recognised  by  the  speaker 
of  the  new  parliament,  Com.  Deb 
Less.  1879,  v.  1.  pp.  35,  38. 
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or  for  any  cause  other  than  incompetency  or  official 
misconduct.  ]\o  disability  from  voting'  m  parlia¬ 
mentary  elections  is  now  imposed  upon  any  servants 
of  the  Crown  in  the  United  Kingdom,  except  in  the 
case  of  the  Royal  Irish  constabulary,  the  county 
constabulary,  the  borough  and  metropolitan  police, 
who  are  severally  disqualified  from  voting  in  the 
localities  wherein  they  served  But  an  active  inter¬ 
ference  in  political  contests,  in  opposition  to  the  existing 
administration,  would  constitute  a  sufficient  offence  to 
justify  the  removal  of  any  public  officer.1 

The  security  afforded  to  the  public  interests,  on  the 
other  hand,  by  rendering  the  permanent  heads  of 
departments  directly  responsible  to  prevent  irregular 
expenditure,  though  authorised  by  a  minister  of  the 
Crown,  is  strikingly  exemplified  in  a  report  by  a  select 
committee  of  the  Queensland  Assembly,  on  July  31, 
1877,  upon  abuses  in  connection  with  ‘government 
advertising  ’ ;  which  report  was  afterwards  adopted  by 
the  housed1 

By  7  6  rule  of  the  Colonial  Regulations  all  salaried 
public  officers  are  prohibited  from  engaging  in  trade, 
or  connecting  themselves  with  any  commercial  under¬ 
taking,  without  leave  from  the  governor,  approved  by 
the  secretary  of  state.  This  specially  applies  to  officers 
whose  remuneration  is  fixed  on  the  assumption  that 
their  whole  time  is  at  the  disposal  of  government. 


k  Rogers  on  Elections,  Part  I., 
ed.  1890,  pp.  174-177. 

1  Earl  Grey’s  despatch  to  the 
governor  of  Nova  Scotia,  of  Nov.  13, 
1848;  and  Duke  of  Newcastle’s 
despatch,  in  1860,  in  the  case  of 
Mr.  P.  S.  Hamilton,  of  Nova  Scotia, 
cited  in  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p. 
391,  n.,  new  ed.  p.  632  n.  In  South 
Australia,  officers  of  the  civil  service 
are  expressly  enjoined,  by  regula¬ 
tion,  under  the  Civil  Service  Act,  to 
take  no  part  in  political  affairs 


beyond  the  exercise  of  the  elective 
franchise.  (S.  Austral.  Assem.  Votes 
and  Proc.  1877,  p.  59.)  A  resolu¬ 
tion  to  this  effect  was  negatived  by 
the  Assembly  of  Queensland  on 
Sept.  6,  1877.  In  regard  to  existing 
operation  of  a  Canadian  statute, 
passed  before  Confederation,  forbid¬ 
ding  certain  public  officers  from 
voting  at  elections,  see  cases  cited 
in  Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada,  p.  112. 

m  Queensland  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 
1877,  v.  1,  pp.  315,  715. 
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In  the  colonies  generally  the  civil  service  is  regu¬ 
lated  by  statutes  framed  upon  principles  adopted  in  the 
mother  country  for  appointment  and  control  of  employes 
in  the  public  service,  including  the  superannuation  of 
officers  and  servants  at  the  close  of  their  official  career.11 
In  some  colonies  the  system  of  superannuation  does  not 
prevail,  or  only  partially  so.0 

In  Canada,  by  Chapter  1 8,  Revised  Statutes,  1 886,  superannuation 
is  provided  for  in  the  civil  service.  An  official,  retiring  after  ten 
years’  service,  is  entitled  to  an  allowance  of  ten-fiftieths,  and  a 
further  additional  fiftieth  of  such  average  salary  for  each  additional 
year  of  service  up  to  thirty-five  years.  To  a  person  entering  the 
service  after  the  age  of  thirty-five,  with  special  qualifications,  years 
— not  exceeding  ten— may  be  added  on  which  the  allowance  shall 
be  computed. 

In  Victoria  pensions  were  allowed  to  all  grades  in  the  public 
service  up  to  the  passing  of  the  Act  45  Vic.,  No.  710,  which  abolished 
pensions,  saving  the  rights  of  those  in  the  service  prior  to  the 
passing  of  the  Act,  and  of  judges  and  members  of  the  police  force. 
These  latter  have  a  special  superannuation  fund  to  which  their  salary 
contributes. 

In  New  South  Wales,  by  Civil  Service  Act,  1884,  No.  24,  pro¬ 
vision  is  made  for  superannuation  to  an  officer  who  has  served  for 
fifteen  years  at  the  rate  of  one-fourth  of  his  annual  allowance  and 
one-sixtieth  added  for  each  additional  year,  which  is  not  to  exceed 
two  thirds  of  his  annual  salary. 

In  Western  Australia,  by  Act  7  of  1871,  superannuation  is 
granted  to  an  official  who  has  served  ten  years  at  the  rate  of  ten- 
sixtieths  of  the  annual  salary  and  one-sixtieth  ceded  for  each 
additional  year’s  service  up  to  forty  years.  In  Tasmania  no  pension 
prevails,  and,  saving  vested  rights,  pensions  were  abolished  in 
houtli  Australia  by  Act  of  1881,  and  in  New  Zealand  by  Act  of 
1871.  J 

In  Queensland  pensions  were  given  under  Civil  Service  Act 
1863,  but  this  Act  was  repealed  in  1869,  33  Vic.,  No.  3.  In  1889, 
however,  by  Civil  Service  Act,  No.  10,  sec.  48,  a  retiring  allowance 
is  provided  for  as  follows  Any  officer  who  has  served  fifteen  years 
receives  a  superannuation  allowance  equal  to  one-fourth  of  his 


n  See  New  Zealand  House  Jour. 
1881,  App.  A.  2,  p.  2,  Can.  Stat.  1882, 
c.  4. 


0  South  Aust.  Pari.  Proc.  1881, 
App.  144 ;  ib.  1882,  App.  106  ;  Stat. 
1881,  No.  231. 
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annual  salary,  with  an  addition  of  one-sixtieth  of  his  salary  for 
each  additional  year  of  service,  hut  in  no  case  is  superannuation 
to  exceed  two-thirds  of  salary. 

In  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  the  scale  of  superannuation  is 
similar  to  that  of  Western  Australia,  only  provision  is  made  for  the 
pension  of  widows  of  officers,  one  per  centum  yearly  in  advance,  or 
2L  per  cent,  added,  if  monthly,  being  deducted  from  the  salaries  of 
officials  desirous  of  making  such  provisions  for  their  wives.  The 
Acts  governing  superannuation  are  1885,  No.  42  ;  1886,  No.  23  ; 
1888,  No.  31  ;  1879,  No.  22  ;  1880,  No.  3  ;  1882,  No.  14  ;  1891,  No.  5. 

In  Natal,  by  statute  No.  22  of  1874,  pensions  are  provided  for 
Civil  Service,  the  maximum  rate  being  one-sixtieth  of  the  salary 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  years  computed  according  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  table,  provided  that  no  pension  shall  exceed  two-thirds  of 
the  salary  : — 


Actual  Service  under  Government 

Period  which  may  be  Added  to  Actual  Services 
under  G-overmnent  in  Computing  Pensions. 

10  years,  and  under  15  years 

5  years 

15  „  „  20  „ 

7  years 

20  „  and  upwards 

10  years 

In  certain  of  the  British  colonies,  particularly  in  the 
old  colonies  in  North  America,  the  governor  in  council 
was  empowered,  by  his  commission  and  instructions, 
issued  under  the  royal  prerogative,  to  sit  as  a  Court  of 
Error  and  Appeal  for  the  trial  of  civil  causes.15  This 
jurisdiction  has  been  repeatedly  recognised  and  con¬ 
firmed  by  imperial  as  well  as  by  local  legislation.  And 
in  Prince  Edward  Island,  by  a  local  statute,  original 
jurisdiction  was  expressly  conferred  on  the  governor 
in  council  in  matters  of  divorce. 

But  in  the  commissions  and  instructions  issued  to 
colonial  governors  of  late  years,  especially  in  colonies 
possessing  representative  institutions,  such  as  Canada, 
at  least  since  the  passing  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  no 
mention  is  made  of  appeals. 

It  is  clear  that  when  instructions  from  the  Crown, 


Civil 

service. 


Governor 
in  council 
as  a  court 
of  error 
and 
appeal. 


p  See  Stokes  on  the  Colonies,  p.  222. 
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issued  by  prerogative  right,  authorising  a  governor  to 
assume  such  functions,  were  no  longer  given,  the  right 
of  the  governor  in  council  to  hear  appeals  ceased 
to  exist,  unless,  by  positive  enactment,  the  governor 
in  council  should  have  been  duly  constituted  a  court 
for  this  purpose,  when  such  powers  would  continue  so 
long  as  the  law  remained  in  force.q 

A  remarkable  instance  of  the  continuance  of  such 
powers,  exercisable  under  the  direct  authority  of  the 
Imperial  Parliament,  is  afforded  by  the  Imperial  Act 
22,  Geo.  III.,  c.  75,  which  empowers  the  governor  and 
council  of  any  British  colony  to  remove  from  office  any 
person  holding  an  office  granted  or  grantable  by  patent 
from  the  Crown,  who  ‘  shall  neglect  the  duty  of  such 
office,  or  otherwise  misbehave  therein.’  This  statute, 
it  has  been  decided  by  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council,  applies  to  offices  held  for  life,  or  for  a 
certain  term,  and  not  to  offices  held  merely  during 
pleasure.  It  distinctly  applies  to  colonial  judges, 
irrespective  of  the  particular  tenure  by  which  they 
hold  office,  and  lias  been  successfully  invoked  for  their 
removal  from  office,  in  cases  where  the  tedious  and 
elaborate  method  of  procedure  by  address  from  the 
houses  of  the  local  parliament  had  proved  abortive  or  un¬ 
satisfactory.  At  the  same  time,  it  secures  substantially 
justice  to  the  person  whose  conduct  has  been  impugned, 
by  allowing  an  appeal  from  the  decision  against  him  to 
the  Crown  in  council.1' 

In  Canada,  by  the  99  sec.  of  the  British  North  America  Act, 
judges  are  removable  by  the  governor-general  on  address  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Commons. 

In  the  Cape,  New  South  Wales,  New  Zealand,  Queensland,  Tas- 


q  See  authorities  cited  in  Kelly 
v.  Sullivan,  1  Canada  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
12-33.  See  also  Tasmanian  Assem 
Jour.  1878,  v.  35  App.  130,  pp.  5, 


r  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt,  in  Eng 
v.  2,  jip.  746-764;  new  ed.  pp.  880- 
906  ;  Com.  Pap.  1870,  v.  49,  p.  440 ; 
Can.  Law  Jour.  v.  17,  p.  445  ;  ib.  v 
18,  p.  74. 
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mania,  Victoria,  and  "Western  Australia,  this  practice  of  removing  a 
judge  by  address  of  both  houses  prevails  ;  but  in  Victoria  the  governor, 
with  advice  of  the  executive,  may  suspend  a  judge  for  incapacity, 
neglect  of  duty,  &c.,  until  the  pleasure  of  her  Majesty  be  known  ; 
while  in  Queensland,  by  Act  1891,  No.  33,  district  court  judges  can  be 
removed  by  the  governor  in  council  for  inability  or  misbehaviour. 

In  South  Australia  and  Natal  the  governor  in  council  has  power 
to  remove  judges. 

In  colonies  wherein  responsible  government  is  esta¬ 
blished,  the  administration  of  public  affairs  is  conducted, 
as  elsewhere,  through  the  agency  of  a  governor  and  an 
executive  council.  But,  while  the  outward  organisation 
remains  unchanged,  effect  is  usually  given  to  the  system 
of  ministerial  responsibility,  when  it  is  introduced  into 
any  colony,  by  means  of  special  instructions,  authorising 
the  same,  which  are  transmitted  to  the  governor  by 
her  Majesty’s  colonial  secretary.8 

As  a  practical  result  of  such  instructions,  it  is 
customary  to  provide  that,  under  the  new  polity,  when 
formally  introduced  into  a  colony,  the  executive  coun¬ 
cil  shall  not  be  assembled,  as  under  the  old  system,  for 
the  purpose  of  consultation  and  discussion  with  the 
governor,  but  that  ministers  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
deliberate  on  all  questions  of  ministerial  policy  in 
private,  after  the  example  of  the  cabinet  council  in 
England  ;  and  that  the  executive  council,  privy  council, 
or  by  whatsoever  name  the  official  council  of  ministers 
is  known,  shall  only  be  convened  for  purposes  required 
by  law,  or  when  it  may  be  necessary  to  hold  consulta¬ 
tions  unconnected  with  party  politics! 

The  practice  in  Canada,  for  a  number  of  years,  has 
been  that  the  business  in  council  is  done  in  the  absence 
of  the  governor.  On  very  exceptional  occasions,  the 


5  See  ante ,  p.  28.  council ;  but  this  irregular  proceed- 

1  Com.  Pap.  1860,  v.  46,  p.  244.  ing  was  soon  abandoned.  ("Val¬ 
in  the  early  days  of  responsible  rond’s  Letters  of  Lord  Elgin,  p. 
government  in  Canada,  the  governor  116.) 
used  to  debate  with  his  ministers  in 
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governor  may  preside ;  but  tliese  would  occur  only  at 
intervals  of  years,  and  would  probably  be  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  taking  a  formal  decision  on  some  extraordinary 
matter,  and  not  for  deliberation  thereon.  The  mode  in 
which  business  is  done  is  by  report  to  the  governor 
of  the  recommendations  of  the  council  sitting  as  a 
committee,  sent  to  the  governor  for  his  consideration, 
discussed,  when  necessary,  between  the  governor  and 
the  premier,  and  made  operative  by  being  marked 
£  approved  ’  by  the  governor.  This  system  is  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  constitutional  principles,  and  is  found  very 
convenient  in  practice ; u  although,  in  the  colonies 
generally  it  is  customary  (after  the  example  of  the 
mother  country)  for  the  governor  to  be  present  when¬ 
ever  the  action  of 1  the  governor  in  council  ’  is  required.'7 
But  every  governor  is  invested  by  the  royal  instructions 
with  ample  powers  that  ‘  if,  in  any  case,’  he  should  ‘  see 
sufficient  cause  to  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  the  major 
part  or  of  the  whole  ’  of  his  executive  council,  or  privy 
council,  as  the  case  may  be,  ‘  it  shall  be  competent  ’ 
for  him  to  execute  the  functions  and  authorities  vested 
in  him  by  his  commission  from  the  Crown,  and  by  his 
instructions,  as  aforesaid,  £  in  opposition  to  such  their 
opinion  ’ ;  provided  only  that  it  shall  be  always  com¬ 
petent  to  any  member  of  his  council  to  record  at 
length,  on  the  council  minutes,  £  the  grounds  and 
reasons  of  any  advice  or  opinion  he  may  give  upon 
any  question  brought  under  the  consideration  of  such 
council. ’x 

In  conformity  with  imperial  practice,  it  devolves 


_  u_  Report  of  Mr.  Edward  Blake, 
minister  of  justice  for  Canada, 
Sept.  5,  1876,  in  Canada  Sess.  Pap. 
1877,  No.  13,  p.  8,  and  see  post,  p. 
453.  But  see  exception  taken  to 
this  practice  by  the  Chief  Justice 
of  British  Columbia,  in  Morne  v. 


Morison,  Can.  Law  Jour.  v.  18  n 
314.  1 ' 

w  Forsyth,  Opinions,  p.  78. 
x  See  the  ordinary  commissions 
and  instructions  to  governors,  cited 
post,  p.  117. 
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Llpon  the  governor  in  council,  from  time  to  time,  to 
make  orders  and  regulations,  for  giving  effect  to  laws 
passed  by  the  local  parliament,  and  for  other  purposes, 
in  connection  with  the  administration  of  public  affairs 
in  the  colony.  It  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  usages 
of  the  constitution  that  the  actions  of  the  governor  in 
council  should  be  formally  submitted  for  the  approval 
of  parliament/ 

The  result  of  the  great  constitutional  reform  in  colo-  EesPon- 
nial  government,  which  was  effected  by  the  introduc-  govem- 
tmn  of  ‘  responsible  government,’  is  briefly  this  :  that,  ment' 
while  the  governor  of  a  colony  under  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  system  remains,  as  formerly,  personally  re¬ 
sponsible  to  the  Crown,  through  the  secretary  of 
state,  for  the  faithful  and  efficient  discharge  of  his 
high  trust,  in  obedience  to  the  instructions  conveyed  to 
him  for  his  guidance,  the  members  of  his  executive 
council,  who  are  his  constitutional  advisers,  now  share 
and,  so  far  as  the  colony  is  concerned,  entirely  as¬ 
sume  the  responsibility,  which  previously  devolved 
upon  the  governor  exclusively,  of  framing  the  policy 
of  the  local  government ;  of  embodying  the  same  in 
measures  for  the  sanction  of  the  legislature  ;  of  makino- 
appointments  to  office ;  and  of  superintending  and 
controlling  all  public  affairs  through  the  appropriate 
departments  of  state  in  the  colony. 

Each  member  of  the  executive  council  (or,  as  they  Privy  or 
are  termed  in  Canada,  the  privy  council)  is  required,  “[ve 
on  his  appointment,  to  take  the  customary  oaths  of 
office.2  These  oaths  invariably  include  the  oath  of 
allegiance  and  an  oath  of  secrecy/  Since  the  issue  of  the 
revised  form  of  letters  patent,  and  of  royal  instructions, 


y  Queensland  Leg.  Council  Jour. 
1875,  p.  120. 

z  Col.  Reg.  1891,  No.  62 ;  B.  N. 
A.  Act,  1867,  sec.  11. 


a  See  Lower  Can.  Assem.  Jour. 
1835-6,  p.  422,  and  Todd,  Pari.  Govt, 
v.  2,  p.  55,  new  ed.  p.  83. 
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it  lias  been  held  that  it  is  no  longer  necessary  for  the 
members  of  the  executive  council  to  be  re-appointed, 
and  to  be  again  sworn  on  the  appointment  of  a  new 
governor.15  In  Canada,  the  ministers  are  not  specially 
re-appointed  by  a  new  governor-general,  but  a  pro¬ 
clamation  is  issued,  announcing  the  assumption  of 
office  by  the  governor  and  commanding  all  her  Majesty’s 
officers  and  ministers  to  continue  in  their  respective 
offices.0 

The  responsibility  of  the  local  administration  for  all 
acts  of  government  is  absolute  and  unqualified.  But 
it  is  essentially  a  responsibility  to  the  legislature, — 
and  especially  to  the  popular  chamber  thereof, — whilst 
the  responsibility  of  the  governor  is  solely  to  the  Crown. 
It  is  indispensable  to  the  welfare  and  good  government 
of  the  colony  that  these  separate  responsibilities  should 
never  be  permitted  to  clash  ;  and  the  best  guarantee 
against  the  possible  occurrence  of  such  an  event  is  to 
be  found  in  the  continued  existence  of  the  most  cordial 
and  unreserved  harmony  and  co-operation  between  the 
governor  and  his  advisers.d 

It  is  undoubtedly  incumbent  upon  a  constitutional 
governor  to  co-operate  honourably,  though  in  no  par¬ 
tisan  spirit,  with  his  ministers  for  the  time  being,  and 
to  accept  their  advice  on  all  public  matters,  unless  he 
should  see  sufficient  cause  to  justify  him  in  refusing  to 
concur  in  their  recommendations.  On  the  other  hand, 
every  objection  raised  by  the  governor  to  a  policy  or 
proceeding  submitted  for  his  approval  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  his  ministers  with  the  deference  and  respect 
due  to  his  office.  In  the  free  interchange  of  opinion 
between  those  who  are  equally  concerned  in  the  en- 


b  New  Zealand  House  Jour. 
1881,  App.  A.  1,  p.  17 ;  A.  2,  p.  25. 
c  Canada  Gazette,  June  16 

1QQQ  > 


d  See  New  South  Wales  Leg. 
Assem.  Votes  and  Proc.  1859-60, 
v.  1,  p.  1130. 
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deavour  to  promote  the  public  good,  it  is  reasonable  to 
suppose  that  a  unity  of  sentiment  would  ultimately 
prevail. 

But,  if  it  should  prove  otherwise,  it  must  be  alwaj^s 
remembered  that  the  governor  is  not  bound  to  comply 
with  the  advice  of  his  ministers.  In  the  event  of  a 
recommendation  being  submitted  to  him  that  involved 
a  breach  of  the  law,  or  that  was  contrary  to  express 
instructions  received  from  the  Crown,  he  would  be 
obliged  to  refuse  to  sanction  it.  For  no  violation  of 
the  law  could  be  excused  on  the  plea  that  it  was 
advised  by  others  ;  the  governor  must  be  held  personally 
answerable  for  the  same  to  the  imperial  authority,  or 
to  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  taking  cognisance 
thereof ;  unless,  indeed,  the  case  should  have  been  one 
of  such  urgent  and  imperative  necessity  as  would 
warrant  a  departure  from  the  laws  of  the  land,  and 
would  justify  a  subsequent  application  to  Parliament  for 
an  act  of  indemnity. 

One  reason  for  granting  a  discretion  to  the  governor  is  that  his 
power  of  action  cannot  properly  be  more  limited  than  that  of  the 
sovereign  herself  in  relation  to  imperial  affairs.  It  is  obvious  that 
the  necessity  of  fulfilling  our  international  obligations  and  protecting 
imperial  interests  would  alone  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  objecting 
to  any  provisions  which  might  be  construed  as  absolutely  binding 
the  governor  to  accept  any  advice  tendered  to  him  by  his  ministers 
for  the  time  being. e 

In  the  ordinary  exercise  of  his  constitutional  dis¬ 
cretion,  a  governor  is  unquestionably  competent  to 
reject  the  advice  of  his  ministers,  whenever  that  advice 
should  seem  to  him  to  be  adverse  to  the  public  welfare, 
or  of  an  injurious  tendency.  In  such  a  contingency, 
if  no  compromise  be  possible,  either  the  resignation  or 
the  dismissal  of  ministers  must  ensue..  The  governor 


e  Colonial  Secretary  Lord  Knuts-  tralia.  Com.  Pap.  1891,  C.  6487,  p. 
ford  to  Governor  of  Western  Aus-  72. 
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must  tlien  seek  for  other  advisers.  If  lie  succeeds  in 
obtaining  a  new  ministry,  who  are  willing  to  become 
responsible  for  his  act  which  led  to  the  retirement  of 
their  predecessors,  and  if  the  new  administration  is 
sustained  by  the  popular  chamber,  there  is  no  further 
difficulty.  But  if  the  local  assembly  refuse  to  give 
their  confidence  to  the  incoming  ministry,  and  if  a  dis¬ 
solution  of  Parliament  (should  that  take  place)  fails  to 
give  them  adequate  support,  the  governor  must  either 
recede  from  the  position  he  had  taken  in  the  first 
instance  or  retire  from  office/ 

Under  certain  circumstances, — as  where  the  point 
in  dispute  involved  a  question  of  imperial  policy, — the 
governor  would  be  entitled  to  invoke  the  interposition 
of  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies, 
before  surrendering  the  contest.  It  is,  in  fact,  his 
duty  invariably  to  communicate  to  the  secretary  of 
state  any  difference  of  opinion  between  himself  and 
Ins  ministers  which  involves  the  question  of  Ins  respon¬ 
sibility  to  the  Crown,  in  connection  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  his  ministers  to  the  local  parliament.  If  the 
Crown  should  decide  against  the  governor,  he  must 
yield  the  point  in  dispute  or  resign.  If  the  Crown 
upholds  him,  the  contest  is  immediately  transferred 
from  the  agent  to  the  principal ;  from  the  governor  to 
the  impel  ial  authority,  from  whence  his  powers  are 
derived.  In  no  case  is  a  governor  to  be  held  personally 
responsible  to  a  local  parliament  for  his  policy  or 
conduct  in  office/ 

Constitutional  usage  will  not  permit  of  any  attempt 
to  affix  upon  the  governor  of  a  colony,  by  either  branch 
of  the  colonial  legislature,  a  direct  personal  responsi- 


f  See  post ,  p.  628,  et  seq.,  and 
especially  post,  p.  635. 

g  See  despatches  between  the 
Marquis  of  Normanby  (governor 
of  New  Zealand),  and  the  secretary 


of  state  for  the  colonies,  in  new 
Zealand  Gazette,  1878,  pp.  909, 
t  *  Ami  see  Hearn,  Government 
of  England,  p.  128. 
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bility  for  public  acts  of  government :  all  such  responsi¬ 
bility  should  be  assumed  by  his  ministers.11  Neither  is 
it  constitutional  for  a  local  legislature  to  pass  a  resolu¬ 
tion  of  censure  upon  a  governor  for  his  conduct  in 
office,  ‘  unless  as  preliminary  to  an  address  to  the  Crown 
to  remove  an  obnoxious  representative.’ 1 

On  May  29,  1878,  in  the  House  of  Assembly  of  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope,  the  speaker  called  attention  to  certain  paragraphs  in  a  motion 
submitted  for  the  consideration  of  the  house,  and  ruled  that  they 
could  not  be  put  from  the  chair,  as  they  involved  a  direct  censure 
upon  his  excellency  the  governor.  The  motion  was  accordingly 
withdrawn.1* 

In  the  colonies,  as  in  the  mother  country,  it  apper¬ 
tains  to  the  head  of  the  executive  to  select  the  prime 
minister,  subject  to  the  rules  of  constitutional  practice, 
which  govern  in  ordinary  cases  the  choice  of  a  premier 
by  the  Crown.1  This  position  may  be  held  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  any  public  department,  or  even  without 
office.111 

In  New  Zealand,  in  1882,  upon  the  resignation  of  the  premier, 
Mr.  Hall,  on  account  of  ill  health,  the  governor  put  himself  in  com¬ 
munication  with  the  leaders  on  both  sides  with  a  view  to  ascertain 
the  relative  strength  of  rival  parties.  Having  received  full  in¬ 
formation  on  this  subject,  and  being  of  opinion  that  parties  were 
too  evenly  balanced  for  either  to  succeed,  the  governor  requested 
the  attorney-general  to  undertake  the  reconstruction  of  the 
ministry.11 

Authority  to  appoint,  and  to  remove  from  office,  an 
unlimited  number  of  members  of  the  executive  council, 
— ‘  with  reference  to  the  exigences  of  representative 


11  See  post,  p.  660. 

'  Governor  Frere,  in  Com.  Pap. 
1878,  v.  56,  p.  253 ;  New  South 
Wales  Leg.  Assem.  Votes,  1876-77, 
v.  1,  pp.  25,  273.  For  the  form  of  a 
vote  of  censure  upon  a  governor,  in 
conjunction  with  a  proposed  address 
for  his  recall,  see  ib.  p.  517. 
k  See  post,  p.  385. 


1  See  ante,  p.  17 ;  Todd,  Pari. 
Govt.  v.  2,  p.  146,  new  ed.  p.  183. 

m  In  Tasmania  it  is  not  unusual 
for  the  premier  to  hold  no  depart¬ 
mental  office. — Tasmanian  Statis¬ 
tics,  1881,  pp.  3-5. 

n  The  Colonies,  June  2,  1882, 

p.  6. 
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government,’ —  is  vested  in  tlie  governor  of  every 
colony  wherein  responsible  government  lias  been  esta¬ 
blished,  without  the  necessity  for  obtaining  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  home  government ;  and  it  is  understood 
that  councillors  who  have  lost  the  confidence  of  the 
local  legislature  will  tender  their  resignation  to  the 
governor,  or  discontinue  the  practical  exercise  of  their 
functions,  in  analogy  with  the  usage  prevailing  in  the 
United  Kingdom.0 

As  a  rule,  all  outgoing  ministers  should  resign  their 
seats  in  the  executive  council,  or  be  formally  removed 
from  that  body.  Hitherto,  it  has  not  been  deemed 
expedient  to  retain  ex- cabinet  ministers  on  the  list  of 
colonial  executive  councils,  merely  as  honorary  members 
and  in  analogy  to  imperial  practice.  An  organisation 
resembling  the  imperial  privy  council,  and  liable  to 
be  convened  on  special  occasions,  or  for  ceremonial 
purposes,  is  not  ordinarily  required  in  colonial  institu¬ 
tions,  which,  at  the  outset  at  least,  should  be  as  simple 
and  practical  as  possible.11  But,  in  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  the  practice  prevails  that  4  the  Queen’s  privy 
council  for  Canada  ’ —  the  members  of  which  are  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  governor-general,  4  to  aid  and  advise 
the  government,’  and  are  removed  at  his  discretion 
— are  nevertheless  permitted  to  retain  an  honorary 
position  in  the  council  after  their  retirement  from  the 
cabinet.  By  command  of  the  Queen,  4  members  of  the 
privy  council,  not  of  the  cabinet  ’  have  a  special  pre¬ 
cedence  within  the  Dominion,  and  are  permitted  to  be 
styled  ‘Honourable’  for  life.  A  similar  custom  pre- 
\  ails  with  regard  to  ex-ministers  of  the  4  executive 
council,’  if  of  three  years’  standing,  in  the  colonies  of 
the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  Victoria,  Queensland,  South 


Col.  Reg.  1892,  No.  57.  the  -governor  of  New  South  Wales. 

Colonial  Secretary’s  (Labou-  N.  S.  Wales  Votes  and  Proc.,  1856 
chere)  despatches  in  1857-58  to  -60,  v.  1,  pp.  1135,  1137. 
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Australia,  New  Soutli  Wales,  New  Zealand  and  Tas¬ 
mania,  but  not  in  Western  Australia  or  Natal. 

It  is  of  the  essence  of  responsible  government  that 
the  governor  should  choose,  as  his  constitutional  ad¬ 
visers,  persons  who  already  possess,  or  who  can  readily 
obtain,  a  seat  in  one  or  other  of  the  legislative  cham¬ 
bers  of  the  colony,  in  order  that  they  may  be  the 
authorised  exponents  therein  of  the  opinions  of  govern¬ 
ment,  as  well  as  of  the  well-understood  wishes  of  the 
people.  It  is  usual  to  assign  to  each  of  these  respon¬ 
sible  ministers  the  charge  of  a  separate  department 
of  the  state ;  so  as  to  place  the  entire  public  service 
under  the  superintendence  and  control  of  responsible 
administrative  heads,  who  possess  the  confidence  of 
the  representative  assembly.  Nevertheless,  pursuant 
to  well-established  constitutional  practice,  it  has  been 
everywhere  regarded  as  allowable  to  strengthen  the 
executive  council,  or  ministry,  by  the  occasional  intro¬ 
duction  therein  of  non-official  members,  without  port¬ 
folios,  or  departmental  office,  but  who  serve  as 
active  members  in  council,  and  share  equally  in  the 
responsibility  of  their  colleagues  in  the  cabinet,  pro¬ 
vided  only  that  they  must  possess  a  seat  in  parlia¬ 
ment.4 

It  may  be  of  interest  to  note  a  few  details  in  regard 
to  the  numbers  and  composition  of  the  various  respon¬ 
sible  ministries  which  are  now  in  operation  in  the  prin¬ 
cipal  colonies  of  Great  Britain. 

In  New  South  Wales  the  cabinet  originally  consisted 
of  five  members  ;  it  has  since  been  increased  to  ten.r 

In  Victoria  the  ministry  in  1891  was  composed  of 
ten  members,  besides  four  members  in  the  cabinet 
without  portfolios.8 


*  Leg.  Assem.  N.S.  Wales,  Votes  v.  2,  p.  154,  new  ed.  p.  192. 
and  Proc.,  1859-60,  vol.  1,  pp.  1130,  r  C.  0.  List,  1892,  p.  176. 

1137.  And  see  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  5  lb.  1891,  p.  271. 
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In  South  Australia  there  are  six  ministers,  including 

'  <D 

the  chief  justice.1 

In  Tasmania  there  are  usually  four  cabinet  ministers 
holding  office,  and  one,  or  sometimes  two  others  with¬ 
out  portfolios." 

In  New  Zealand  the  cabinet  at  present  (1892)  con¬ 
sists  of  seven  official  members ; T  though  provision 
was  made  in  1873  to  add  to  the  cabinet  two  Maori 
ministers,  and  the  ‘Disqualification  Act,’  1878,  No.  30, 
sec.  5,  makes  reference  to  the  executive  council,  ‘  two 
of  which  number  must  be  Maoris  or  lialf-castes.’  It 
appears  that  the  last  appointment  of  a  native  to  this 
office  was  in  1879,  and  he  retired  from  office  on 
October  25  of  the  same  year. 

In  Queensland  there  are  eight  responsible  ministers, 
including  one  without  portfolios 

In  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  there  are  six  cabinet 
ministers,  the  premier  being  without  portfolio. x  In  the 
governor  s  speech  on  the  opening  of  parliament  in 
1891,  it  was  announced  that  a  measure  would  be  sub¬ 
mitted  for  the  creation  of  the  office  of  minister  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  Crown  lands,  in  recognition  of  a  wish 
universally  expressed/ 

In  May,  1881,  upon  the  resignation  of  the  Sprigg  administration, 
Mr.  Scanlen  was  appointed  premier  of  the  Cape  colony.  There 
being  no  member  of  the  bar  holding  a  seat  in  parliament  who  was 
willing  to  accept  the  office  of  attorney-general  at  his  hands,  Mr. 
Scanlen,  though  a  solicitor  merely,  and  not  entitled  to  audience  in 
the  Supreme  Court,  assumed  this  office  himself,  but  with  the 
avowed  intention  of  retaining  it  no  longer  than  might  be  absolutely 
necessary.  The  appointment  gave  rise  to  some  angry  discussion, 
but  a  vote  of  censure  against  it  in  the  local  parliament  was  nega¬ 
tived.2  In  June,  1882,  Mr.  Scanlen  announced  his  intention&of 
exchanging  his  office  of  attorney-general  for  that  of  colonial 
secretary  and  premier. 


*  C.  0.  List,  1892,  p.  202. 
u  Tasm.  Statistics,  1879,  p.  3 ; 
C.  0.  List,  1892,  p.  216. 

T  C.  0.  List,  1892,  p.  185. 
w  16.  p.  190. 


1  c.  0.  List,  1892,  p.  82. 
y  Cape  Votes,  1891,  p.  5. 

2  Cape  Argus,  May  17,  1881  ; 
Cape  Assem.  Votes,  May  20,  1881. 
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In  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  at  the  time  of  con¬ 
federation  in  1867,  there  were  thirteen  cabinet  minis¬ 
ters  ;  but  an  Act  was  passed  in  1887,  chapter  10,  crea¬ 
ting  a  new  department  of  trade  and  commerce  which 
combined  the  departments  of  customs  and  inland 
revenue.0.  This  Act,  when  put  into  force,  in  1892, 
reduced  the  number  of  ministers  to  twelve  ;  but  under 
the  new  department  two  new  offices  were  created,  a 
controller  of  customs  and  a  controller  of  inland 
revenue  ; b  being  somewhat  analogous  to  under  secre¬ 
taries  of  state  as  parliamentary  heads  of  departments  ; 
not  of  the  cabinet,  but  auxiliaries  to  ministers.0  In  the 
same  category  as  that  of  the  controllers,  in  not  having 
a  seat  in  the  cabinet,  is  the  office  of  solicitor-general, 
created  by  statute  in  188 7, a  which  likewise  was  not  put 
into  force  until  1892. 

The  cabinet  (1893)  numbers  twelve  ministers  with 
portfolios,  and  two  without,  besides  the  three  quasi¬ 
ministers  above  mentioned. 

In  1873  the  legislative  assembly  of  New  South  Wales  agreed 
to  resolutions  to  render  the  offices  of  attorney-general  and  solicitor- 
general  non- political  ;  but  in  March,  1878,  the  assembly  reversed 
their  decision,  so  far  as  the  office  of  attorney -general  was  concerned. 
In  New  Zealand,  by  an  Act  passed  in  1876,  No.  71,  the  attorney- 
general  may  be  either  a  permanent  and  non-political  officer,  or  a 
member  of  the  cabinet,  with  a  seat  in  parliament,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  governor  in  council.  [See  the  South  Australian  House  of 
Representatives’  Votes,  1871,  p.  202,  a  resolution  to  the  same  effect, 
which  became  law  in  1873,  No.  5.]  In  Canada,  so  far  back  as  in 
1850,  the  exclusion  of  the  Crown  law  officers  from  the  cabinet,  in 
conformity  with  imperial  usage,  and  in  order  that  they  might  be 
able  to  devote  more  time  to  their  official  duties,  was  advocated  by 
men  of  special  experience  and  ability.e 


a  Stat.  Can.  1887,  c.  10.  e  Viz.,  by  Mr.  J.  Hillyard 

t>  lb.  c.  11.  Cameron,  Chief  Justice  Draper,  and 

c  Todd,  Pari.  Govt,  in  England,  Mr.  J.  E.  Small.  See  Leg.  Assem. 
new  ed.  v.  2,  p.  316.  Jour.,  1850,  App.  B.  B. 

d  Stat.  Can.  1887,  c.  14. 
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In  some  of  the  colonies  repeated  attempts  have  been 
made  to  render  the  office  of  attorney-general  non-poli¬ 
tical.  The  main  reasons  alleged  for  this  endeavour  are 
briefly  these :  that  it  is  contrary  to  imperial  practice 
for  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  to  sit  in  the  cabinet, 
although  they  form  part  of  the  government,  and  in¬ 
variably  retire  upon  a  change  of  ministry ; f  that  the 
representative  of  the  Crown  should  not  be  obliged  to 
seek  for  legal  advice  from  law  officers  who,  after 
advice  given,  are  able,  it  may  be,  by  a  casting-vote  in 
council,  to  insist  upon  the  same  being  accepted  and 
carried  out ;  and  that,  in  the  conduct  of  state  prosecu¬ 
tions,  the  interests  of  justice  would  be  jeopardised  by 
the  combination  of  policy  and  law  in  the  persons  who 
conduct  Crown  prosecutions. g 

As  a  set-off  against  these  objections,  it  may  be  ob¬ 
served  that  in  practice  it  has  been  customary,  at 
least  in  Canada,  for  the  attorney-general  to  fill  the 
office  of  premier,  in  most  instances  since  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  responsible  government,  and  that  no  great 
difficulty  has  resulted  therefrom  at  any  time.  "The 
knowledge  of  law  and  of  the  constitution  necessarily 
possessed  by  one  qualified  to  fill  this  responsible  office 
has  usually  led  to  his  selection  for  the  most  prominent 
position  in  the  ministry.  When  this  has  been  the  case, 
the  conduct  of  Crown  business  in  the  courts  is  gene¬ 
rally  assigned  to  professional  men,  otherwise  discon¬ 
nected  with  the  government. 

Upon  the  nicer  question  as  to  the  discretion  of  a 
governor  who  applies  for  legal  advice  to  law  officers 
who  are  also  cabinet  ministers,  and  has  reason  to  believe 
that  their  legal  judgment  has  been  unconsciously  biassed 


f  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  162, 
new  ed.  p.  201. 

g  Judge  Boothby’s  Memoran¬ 
dum;  Com.  Pap.,  i 862,  v.  37,  p. 


166.  Forster’s  South  Australia,  pp. 
182,  208.  New  Zealand  Acts,  30 
Viet.  No.  63.  New  Zealand  Assem. 
Jour.,  1870,  App.  D.  No.  32. 
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by  political  considerations,  so  that  he  cannot  accept 
their  interpretation  of  the  law,  it  should  be  remembered 
that  a  governor  is  not  bound  by  opinions  given  under 
such  circumstances,  but  is  free  to  ask  further  assistance 
from  elsewhere  to  aid  him  in  his  judgment :  with  this 
proviso,  however,  that,  in  questions  of  purely  local  con¬ 
cern,  the  governor  must  finally  decide  upon  his  perso¬ 
nal  responsibility  ;  and  whomsoever  he  may  consult,  and 
from  whatever  source  his  opinion  may  be  enlightened, 
he  cannot  shelter  himself  behind  advice  received  from 
any  persons  outside  his  own  ministers.11 

In  the  colonies  of  Great  Britain  under  responsible 
government,  members  of  the  popular  chamber,  upon 
accepting  office,  as  a  rule  vacate  their  seats  and  require 
to  be  re-elected. 

In  Canada,  ever  since  1853,  ministers  of  the  Crown 
have  been  empowered  by  law  to  exchange  any  minis¬ 
terial  office  for  another  without  thereby  vacating  their 
seat  in  parliament,  provided  that  not  more  than  one 
month  elapses  between  the  resignation  of  one  office  and 
the  acceptance  of  another.1  It  was  afterwards  decided 
by  Canadian  courts  that  such  changes  may  be  made 
oftener  than  once  within  the  month,  and  that  they  are 
not  limited  to  changes  in  an  existing  administration.3 
Changes  of  ministerial  offices  are  allowed  by  law  in 
England  without  affecting  the  seats  of  a  member  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  but  such  changes  must  be  imme¬ 
diate  and  limited  to  changes  in  the  existing  govern¬ 
ment,  after  the  members  had  been  once  re-elected.1*  In 
Canada,  in  1878,  the  law  was  amended,  so  as  to  limit 
this  permission  to  accept  a  new  office  without  vacating 
the  seat  to  members  of  an  existing  administration.1 


h  See  ante,  pp.  8-11,  and  post,  j  See  x>ost,  p.  769. 
p.  166.  k  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  273, 

i  Can.  Stat.  20  Viet.  c.  22,  sec.  7 ;  new  edit.  p.  337. 

31  Viet  c.  25,  sec.  6.  1  Can.  Stat.  41  Vic.  c.  5,  sec.  3. 
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And  in  1891,  on  the  occasion  of  the  death  of  the 
premier,  the  Eight  Hon.  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald,™ 
while  parliament  was  in  session,  the  House  of  Commons 
adjourned  for  a  week,  pending  the  formation  of  a  new 
ministry.  The  Hon.  Mr.  Abbott,  who  was  a  member 
of  the  ministry  without  portfolio,  was  selected  to  form 
the  cabinet,  which  was  dissolved  through  the  demise 
of  its  leader.  The  members  of  the  late  administra¬ 
tion  were  reinstated  in  office  under  their  new  leader 
without  having  to  seek  re-election. 

In  South  Australia,  Hew  Zealand,  and  Cape  of  Good 
Hope,  however,  a  different  usage  prevails.  In  these 
colonies,  from  the  first,  members  of  elective  houses 
have  been  permitted  to  accept  political  office  without 
thereby  vacating  their  seats.  This  peculiarity  in  the 
constitution  of  these  colonies  was  avowedly  introduced 
in  order  to  save  the  community  from  the  cost  and 
excitement  entailed  by  frequent  elections,  and  to  facili¬ 
tate  the  speedy  readjustment  of  offices  upon  a  change 
of  ministry.  But  the  experiment  may  be  considered 
questionable.  By  removing  an  obvious  impediment  to 
frequent  ministerial  changes,  it  is  apt  to  foster  the 
element  of  instability,  which  is  one  of  the  most  serious 
evils  incident  to  parliamentary  government.11 

In  Queensland,  on  July  20,  1866,  a  new  ministry 
was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  a  financial 
policy  differing  from  that  upon  which  their  predeces¬ 
sors  had  resigned  office ;  and  as  it  was  deemed  to  be 
absolutely  necessary  that  certain  financial  measures 


m  Sir  John  Macdonald  died  at 
Ottawa  on  June  6,  1891.  During 
the  period  of  his  political  life,  from 
1847  to  1891,  forty-four  years,  Sir 
John  held  office  for  thirty -one 
years.  At  his  death  he  was  accorded 
a  public  funeral,  and  his  body  lay 
in  state  for  three  days  in  the  senate 


chamber. — .Can.  Votes  and  Proc. 
1891,  p.  229. 

n  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  277, 
new  ed.  p.  342 ;  South  Aust.  Pari. 
Proc.  1869-70,  v.  1,  p.  146;  Rusden, 
Hist,  of  N.  Zealand,  v.  1,  p.  565,  n. ; 
N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  (1876),  v.  22, 
p.  162  ;  ib.  (1882),  v.  41. 
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should  be  passed  without  delay,  in  order  to  place  the 
affairs  of  the  colony  in  a  more  satisfactory  position,  the 
new  ministers  appeared  in  the  legislative  assembly 
simply  as  executive  councillors,  without  departmental 
office,  with  the  understanding  that  immediately  after 
the  passing  of  those  urgent  measures  they  should 
accept  office  and  go  for  re-election.  The  assembly 
consented,  though  not  without  remonstrance  from  the 
Opposition  to  this  course.  And  after  these  necessary 
bills  were  passed  the  ministers  vacated  their  seats  on 
accepting  office.0 

In  New  South  Wales,  by  an  Act  passed  in  1880,  the 
governor  in  council  is  authorised  to  empower  any 
minister  (except  the  attorney-general)  to  perform  the 
functions  of  any  other  member  of  the  executive  council 
when  it  may  be  necessary  for  the  public  service.5 

In  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  where  formidable 
obstructions  arose  to  the  introduction,  in  conformity 
with  the  desire  of  the  imperial  government,  of  the 
system  of  ministerial  responsibility,  ministers  are  not 
required  to  vacate  their  seats  in  parliament  on  accepting 
office.  They  also  enjoy  the  singular  privilege  of  sitting 
and  debating  in  either  house,  but  may  not  vote  except 
in  the  chamber  of  which  they  are  elected  members.'1 

In  New  South  Wales,  Victoria,  and  Queensland, 
upon  a  change  of  government,  ministers  who  retain 
their  former  offices,  though  under  a  different  prime 
minister,  are  not  required  to  go  for  re-election.  This 
is  in  accordance  with  English  practice/ 

The  instability  of  colonial  administrations,  and  the 
frequent  changes  of  government  and  consequent  vacil- 


°  Queensland  Pari.  Deb.  1866, 
pp.  555-572. 

p  N.  S.  Wales  Stats.  44  Vic. 
No.  6. 

q  Constitution  Ordinance  of  1872; 
Com.  Pap  1873,  v.  49,  pp.  320,  389  ; 


Votes  Cape  Assem.  May  10,  1881 ; 
jjost,  p.  95 ;  Dilke,  Problems  of 
Greater  Britain,  p.  289. 

r  Queensland  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 
1877,  v.  1,  p.  709. 
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lations  of  policy,  have  been  very  striking  in  the 
various  Australian  colonies ;  not  merely  in  the  colonies 
above-mentioned,  but  likewise  in  others,  as  the  follow¬ 
ing  statistics  will  show:  In  South  Australia,  from  1856 
to  1890,  there  were  no  less  than  thirty-six  successive 
administrations.8  In  New  Zealand,  from  1856  to  1890, 
there  were  twenty-five  ministries  in  succession.  In  the 
brief  period  of  seven  months  ending  April  8,  1873, 
five  distinct  administrations  were  formed,  of  whom  the 
premiers  were  successively  Messrs.  Fox,  Stafford,  Water- 
house,  Fox,  and  Vogel.*  In  Queensland,  from  1859tol890, 
there  were  fourteen  different  administrations.  In  Vic¬ 
toria,  from  185  5  to  1890,  there  were  twenty-three  different 
administrations.  In  Tasmania,  from  1856  to  1890,  there 
were  nineteen  successive  administrations.  And  in  New 
South  Wales,  from  1856  to  1890,  there  were  twenty-five 
different  ministries."  In  these  young  and  vigorous  commu¬ 
nities,  entrusted  with  plenary  powers  of  self-government, 
it  is  not  surprising  that,  at  the  outset  at  least,  ‘  the  contests 
of  party  and  the  struggles  for  office  should  have  occu¬ 
pied  so  much  of  the  time  and  energies  of  the  popular 
assemblies ;  nor  would  it  be  fair  to  attribute  such 
strife  merely  to  a  vulgar  greed  for  place  or  profit 
instead  of  to  that  honourable  ambition  to  guide  the 
fortunes  of  their  country,  upon  the  existence  of  which 
the  whole  system  of  popular  government  can  alone 
hope  to  be  successful.’ T  Nevertheless,  it  may  be  hoped 
that  these  rapidly  recurring  changes  of  adminis¬ 
tration  will  gradually  give  place  to  a  more  settled 
order.  It  is  noteworthy  to  observe  that  the  Dominion  of 


s  Australian  Handbook,  1890,  p.  Australian  colonies,  vide  Australian 
561.  Handbook,  1890,  pp.  561,  562. 

'New  Zealand  Papers,  1873,  v  Mr.  J.  E.  Fitzgerald’s  Rep.  on 
A,  1  a.  New  Zealand  Statistics,  Public  Revenues  in  Australia,  New 
1881,  p.  4.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1881,  A,  4,  p. 

u  For  table  of  administration  in  25. 
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Canada  lias  presented  a  marked  contrast  to  this  un¬ 
stable  political  condition.  Upon  the  confederation  of 
the  British  North  American  provinces  in  1867,  Sir 
John  A.  Macdonald  was  appointed  premier  (his 
ministry  having  been  already  in  existence  in  the 
province  of  Canada  for  three  y ears) ;  and  he  continued 
prime  minister  until  November  5,  1873,  when  the 
Mackenzie  administration  was  formed.  This  ministry 
lasted  for  five  years.  In  1878  Sir  J.  A.  Macdonald 
returned  to  power,  bringing  with  him  most  of  his 
former  colleagues, w  and  remained  in  office  till  death 
removed  him  on  June  6,  1891,  having  but  one  change 
of  ministry  in  twenty-seven  years.* 

In  another  matter  of  special  constitutional  im¬ 
portance,  the  Dominion  of  Canada  has  presented  a 
commendable  example  to  the  sister  colonies  in  Austra¬ 
lia.  Following  the  practice  previously  observed,  from 
the  first  introduction  of  responsible  government  into 
the  old  province  of  Canada,  it  has  been  customary 
that  at  least  two  members  of  the  cabinet  should  have 
seats  in  the  upper  house,  to  take  charge  of  public 
business  therein,  and  generally  to  represent  the  ad¬ 
ministration  in  the  legislative  council,  or,  as  it  is  now 
termed,  the  senate.  It  is  understood  that  less  than  two 
members  would  not  suffice  for  this  purpose  ;  and,  upon 
the  formation  of  the  administration,  in  November,  1878, 
the  number  was  increased  to  three — the  speaker  of 
the  senate  being,  for  the  first  time  since  confederation, 
made  a  cabinet  minister. 


w  Can.  Pari.  Companion,  1879, 
p.  188.  The  first  responsible  minis¬ 
try  in  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  like¬ 
wise  had  a  comparatively  long  tenure 
of  office.  It  existed  from  December, 
1872,  until  February,  1878.  See 
post,  p.  101. 

x  See  ante,  p.  60,  n.  Sir  John 
Macdonald  held  office  covering  the 


following  periods :  from  May  11, 
1847,  to  March  10,  1848 ;  from 
Sept.  11,  1854,  to  July  29,  1858; 
from  Aug.  6,  1858,  to  May  23, 1862  ; 
from  March  30,  1864,  to  Nov.  5, 
1873  ;  from  Oct.,  1878,  till  his  death 
on  June  6,  1891. —  Gemmill’s  Pari. 
Companion,  1891,  p.  150. 


Except  in 
Canada. 


Cabinet 
ministers 
in  the 
upper 
house. 


64 


PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT 


Cabinet 
ministers 
in  the 
upper 
house. 


In  Australasia  it  appears  generally  to  have  been  the 
rule  hitherto  to  assign  but  one  cabinet  minister  to  the 
upper  chamber.  This  has  repeatedly  occasioned  diffi¬ 
culty,  and  has  sometimes  led  to  formal  complaint. 

Thus,  in  Victoria,  during  the  contentions  between 
the  two  houses,  upon  the  relative  rights  of  each  in 
matters  of  supply  and  taxation — which  will  be  fully 
considered  in  a  subsequent  part  of  this  work, — the 
only  representative  of  the  ministry  in  the  legislative 
council  (the  postmaster-general)  resigned  his  office, 
because  he  could  not  agree  with  his  colleagues  in  the 
ministry  respecting  their  proposed  bill  for  the  reform 
of  the  constitution  of  that  chamber.  This  led  to  much 
inconvenience.  For  although,  in  Victoria,  prior  to  1879 
it  had  not  been  the  custom  to  have  more  than  one  depart¬ 
mental  minister  in  the  legislative  council,  and  he  had 
rarely  filled  a  very  prominent  office,  yet  sometimes  a 
cabinet  minister  without  a  portfolio  sat  in  the  council. 
At  this  time,  however,  the  resignation  of  the  postmaster- 
general  deprived  the  council  of  any  representative 
of  the  government.  This  circumstance  had  a  natural 
tendency  to  identify  the  council,  as  a  body,  with  the 
Opposition  in  the  assembly  ;  whereas  a  patriotic  states¬ 
man,  filling  the  honourable  position  of  premier,  will 
readily  apprehend  that  it  is  ‘  the  interest,  not  to  say  the 
paramount  duty,  of  every  minister  so  to  shape  his  course 
as,  if  possible,  to  keep  the  two  houses  of  parliament  in 
harmony,  and  not  to  throw  himself  absolutely  and  en¬ 
tirely  into  the  hands  of  one  branch  of  the  legislature, 
regardless  of  the  wishes  and  feelings  of  the  other.’  y 

A  committee  of  the  legislative  council  of  Victoria, 
in  conference  with  a  committee  of  the  assembly  on 
constitutional  reform,  pointed  out  the  necessity  that 
existed  for  the  constant  presence  of  at  least  two — 


y  Earl  of  Derby,  Hans.  D.  v.  134,  p.  840. 
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and  if  possible  more— responsible  ministers  in  the  Ministers 
legislative  council.  They  believed  6  that  such  a  rule  in  the 
if  it  were  habitually  observed,  would,  as  it  has  done  in  house. 
England,  promote  the  harmonious  working  of  the  two 
houses,  would  facilitate  legislation,  and  divicfe  its  labours  • 
and  would  tend  to  prevent  the  danger  of  collision  between 
the  houses,  by  transferring  to  the  cabinet,  in  conformity 
with  constitutional  theory  and  usage,  the  most  numerous 
and  the  most  serious  causes  of  dispute.’ z 


ice  1880  there  has  been  a  change  in  this  respect,  and  more 

portance  ^  been  attached  to  ministers  being  in  the  upper  house 
especially  subsequent  to  its  reform  and  enlargement.  The  number 
of  ministers  m  the  upper  house  has  varied  as  follows 

111  ®ervice’s  “mistry,  1880  .  .  there  were  two 

„  Mr.  Derry’s  ministry,  1880-1 

„  Sir  B.  O’Loglilen’s  ministry,  1881-3 
„  Mr.  Service’s  second  ministry,  1883-6 

„  Mr.  Gillies’ ministry,  1886-90 

„  Mr.  Munro’s  ministry,  1890-92 
,,  Mr.  Sliiel’s  ministry  (present)  .  .  there 

By  the  Constitution  Act  Amendment  Act,  1890 

m  i  n  t  c4-/-\ vtn  4- ^  d _  i 


none 
two 
three 
thre  e 
four 
is  one 


•  ,  ,  A"  b  ^1,  io»u,  sec. 

ministers  of  the  Crown  may  have  seats  in  parliament. 

DO  of  m  nfll  hnri/v  _  1  I 


least  must  have  seats, 
assembly. a 


1 3,  ten 

-  Four  at 

and  not  more  than  eight  can  sit  in  the 


In  New  Zealand,  up  to  the  passing  of  the  Disqualifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1876,  it  had  been  customary  to  have  two 
official  ministers— or,  _  at  least,  one  minister  holding 
office,  and  another  without  a  portfolio — to  represent 
the  government  in  the  legislative  council.  But,  by 
the  operation  of  the  Act  aforesaid,  the  ministry  con¬ 
sidered  themselves  debarred  from  assigning  to  more 
than  one  legislative  councillor  a  cabinet  seab  Where¬ 
upon  the  legislative  council,  on  October  10,  1876, 
resolved,  ‘  that  it  is  desirable  that  the  government  of  the 


1  Com.  Pap.,  1878-79,  v.  51, 
pp.  460,  496,  572. 


1  M emo.  from  the  Agent-  G  eneral 
of  Victoria. 
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colony  should  be  represented  in  this  council  by  at  least 
two  responsible  ministers.’  No  effect  having  been 
given  to  this  resolution,  a  bill  was  brought  into  the 
legislative  council,  on  behalf  of  the  government,  on 
August  16,  1878,  to  authorise  the  appointment  of  a 
second  minister,  not  being  a  salaried  officer,  expressly 
to  assist  the  government  in  the  legislative  council. 
This  bill  passed  the  council,  but  was  laid  aside  in  the 
house  of  representatives, b  and  so  far  (1892)  no  change 
has  been  accomplished. 

In  South  Australia,  for  about  three  months  in  the 
session  of  1877,  the  legislative  council,  because  they 
disapproved  of  the  public  conduct  of  the  chief  secre- 
tarv,  who  was  the  only  minister  sitting  m  that  cliambei , 
resolved  that  the  control  of  public  business  should 
be  taken  out  of  his  hands,  and  entrusted  to  a  member 
of  the  Opposition.  This  extraordinary  proceeding  was 
protested  against  by  ministers,  and  also  by  the  gover¬ 
nor,  as  being  an  infringement  upon  the  prerogative  of 
the  Crown.  °  The  council,  however,  adhered  to  their 
determination  ;  and  this  unprecedented  state  of  affairs 
continued  until  the  downfall  of  the  ministry  ;  when  the 
Opposition,  succeeding  to  power,  assigned  the  position 
of  leader  of  the  government  in  the  legislative  council 
to  the  man  who  had  been  chosen  by  the  council  them¬ 
selves  to  fill  that  office.0  The  custom  of  having  but  one 
minister  in  the  upper  chamber  so  far  (1892)  has 
remained  unchanged. 

Further  points  of  interest  concerning  upper  chambers 
in  the  colonies,  and  their  relation  to  the  representative 
assemblies,  will  come  before  ns,  in  a  subsequent  chapter, 
descriptive  of  the  constitution  and  powers  of  colonial 
parliaments. 

New  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  28,  post,  p.  713.  And  see  S.  Austral, 
p.  294  ;  v.  30,  p.  099.  Leg.  Coun.  Minutes,  June  3,  1879. 

c  See  the  particulars  of  this  case, 
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Wherever  parliamentary  government  has  been  esta¬ 
blished,  the  determination  of  all  political  and  party  ques¬ 
tions,  and  the  adjudication  upon  complaints  against  the 
existing  administration,  should  be  reserved  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  ol  the  legislature,  in  parliament  assembled 
A  defeated  minority  is  not  entitled,  after  a  prorogation 
or  dissolution  of  parliament,  to  appeal  either  to  the 
governor  of  the  colony  or  to  the  imperial  government  to 
interpose,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  immediate  effect  to 
an  assumed  change  m  public  sentiment,  and  to  place  the 
reins  of  government  in  the  hands  of  other  leaders,  on 
the  plea  that  their  party  have  obtained  a  majority  at 
the  polls,  or  that  the  remonstrants  do,  in  fact,  con¬ 
stitute.  a  majority  of  the  popular  chamber.  Addresses 
or  petitions,  for  such  a  purpose,  although  they  may 
emanate  from  members  of  the  legislature  in  their  in¬ 
dividual  capacity,  are  highly  irregular,  and  objection¬ 
able  m  principle.  Complaints  against  ministers  of  the 
Crown,  on  matters  affecting  the  performance  of  their 
public  duty,  ought  not  to  be  pressed  upon  the  attention 
of  the  governor  or  of  the  imperial  authorities,  during 
a  parliamentary  recess  ;  but  should  be  formulated  in 
conformity  with  the  ordinary  rules  of  parliamentary 
procedure,  and  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the 
local  parliament,  at  the  first  available  opportunity,  when 
they  can  be  regularly  investigated  and  decided  upon, 
in  accordance  with  the  usages  of  the  constitution.11 

In  1871,  fifteen  members  of  the  parliamentary  Op¬ 
position  in  Queensland  addressed  the  governor,  remon¬ 
strating  against  the  conduct  of  the  administration 


d  See  Correspondence  of  Gover¬ 
nor  Mulgrave  with  the  colonial 
secretary,  in  1859,  Nova  Scotia 
Leg.  Council  Jour.,  1860,  app.  p. 
59  ;  Queensland  Leg.  Assem.  Votes 
and  Proc.  2nd  Sess.,  1867,  v.  1.  p. 
628 ;  and  the  answer  of  Earl  Duf- 


ferin,  governor-general  of  Canada,  to 
a  deputation  of  members  of  the 
Canadian  Parliament,  on  Aug.  18, 
1873;  in  Canada  Com.  Jour.  2nd 
Sess.,  1873,  p.  30,  and  in  the  Im¬ 
perial  Com.  Pap.,  1874,  v.  45,  pp. 
25-30,  and  ib.  p.  265. 
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(who  were  only  sustained  in  office  by  a  majority  of 
one).  In  tlieir  own  defence,  ministers  pleaded  that  the 
violence  and  obstructiveness  of  the  Opposition  had 
prevented  them  from  proceeding  with  the  public  busi¬ 
ness,  and  compelled  them  to  ask  for  a  dissolution  of 
parliament.  A  dissolution  was  granted.  It  resulted 
in  a  considerable  increase  of  the  ministerial  majority. 
Nevertheless  the  Opposition  continued  to  obstruct,  and 
on  May  14,  1872,  twelve  of  the  Opposition  members 
renewed  their  previous  application  to  the  governor,  and 
invoked  his  interference.  The  governor  (the  Marquis 
of  Normanby)  replied  to  this  memorial  on  May  18. 
He  exposed  the  fallacy  of  certain  arguments  adduced 
by  the  remonstrants,  and  said  he  ‘  must  decline  to 
accept  the  opinion  of  twelve  members  as  the  decision 
of  a  house  constituted  of  thirty-two  representatives  of 
the  people/ 

He  pointedly  remarked  that  ‘  the  Opposition  may  ob¬ 
struct  the  passing  of  a  bill  ...  by  resorting  to  the  forms 
of  the  house  to  prevent  the  progress  of  public  business, 
but  until  they  secure  a  majority  they  cannot  alter  the 
law  ;  for,  if  there  is  one  principle  more  firmly  established 
than  another  in  the  British  constitution,  it  is  that  the 
majority,  and  not  the  minority,  of  the  representatives 
of  the  people,  in  parliament  assembled,  shall  direct  the 
conduct  of  public  affairs  ;  and  it  is  a  perversion  of  the 
first  rules  of  any  constitutional  government,  to  say  that 
a  minority  have  a  right,  by  the  obstruction  of  public 
business,  through  the  forms  of  the  house,  to  coerce 
the  majority.  Such  a  rule,  once  admitted,  must  evi¬ 
dently  render  representative  government  impossible.’ e 
In  conclusion,  his  Excellency  observed  that  4  the  Op¬ 
position,  while  pressing  their  views  so  strongly,  must 


e  On  this  point  see  May,  Pari.  Prac.  ed.  1883,  p.  380 ;  Amos,  Eng. 
Const,  p.  84. 
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remember  that  others  have  claims  to  consideration 
besides  themselves.  I  shall  always  be  found  ready  to 
pay  the  greatest  deference  to  the  opinion  of  parliament, 
but  that  opinion  must  be  expressed  by  the  majority  of 
the  assembly  in  their  legislative  capacity,  and  not 
by  a  minority  without  the  walls  of  the  house  of 
assembly.’ f 

Lord  Normanby,  in  reporting  these  occurrences  to 
the  secretary  of  state,  declared  that  much  as  he  de¬ 
plored  the  interruption  to  public  business,  resulting 
from  the  parliamentary  dead-lock  which  had  taken 
place,  through  the  unjustifiable  proceedings  of  the 
minority  in  the  assembly,  he  felt  that  he  should  not  be 
justified  in  withholding  from  his  government  his  entire 
approval  of  their  conduct.  In  reply,  Lord  Kimberley 
expressed  his  entire  approval  of  the  governor’s  reply 
to  the  memorialists,  and  his  satisfaction  at  learning  that 
it  had  been  followed  by  the  withdrawal,  upon  that 
occasion,  of  any  further  opposition  to  the  transaction 
of  business  in  the  assembly.5 

Upon  the  re-assembling  of  parliament,  in  May  1873, 
a  motion  of  want  of  confidence  was  moved,  as  an 
amendment  to  the  address,  in  reply  to  the  speech  from 
the  throne.  After  a  prolonged  debate,  the  amendment 
was  negatived,  and  the  address  agreed  to,  but  only  by 
the  casting  vote  of  the  Speaker.  In  giving  this  vote, 
he  said,  c  I  am  influenced  by  the  belief,  that  in  the 
determination  of  a  question  of  purely  party  character, 
obviously  raised  for  the  purpose  of  displacing  a  govern¬ 
ment,  it  would  not  be  in  accordance  with  my  duty  to 
throw  my  weight  into  the  scale,  in  such  a  way  as  to 
manifest  party  predilection,  or  to  precipitate  the  result 
aimed  at.’ h 

f  Queensland  Leg.  Council  Jour.  h  Queensland  Assem.  Jour.  1873, 
1872,  pp.  711-726.  p.  18. 

*  lb.  1873,  p.  71. 
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No  further  party  strife  was  exhibited  during  the 
rest  of  this  session,  which  was  prorogued  on  July  15, 
to  be  followed  by  immediate  dissolution,  for  the  pro¬ 
pose  of  giving  effect  to  an  Act  enlarging  the  basis  of 
representation. 

Regarding  the  meeting,  adjournment,  and  general  duration  of 
sittings  of  the  representative  chambers,  and  in  proceedings  for 
abridging  or  summarily  terminating  debate— in  Queensland  and 
in  New  Zealand — a  description  is  given  in  Imperial  Commons 
Papers  1881,  vol.  7 4.  It  appears  that  proceedings,  in  the  nature  of  the 
‘cloture,7  are  authorised  only  in  the  legislative  council  at  the  Cape 
and  in  the  assembly  of  South  Australia.  Such  a  rule  was  in  force 
in  the  assembly  of  Victoria  in  the  session  of  1875-6  only,  and  in 
the  New  Zealand  house  of  representatives  for  some  years  prior 
to  1863,  when  the  rule  was  expunged.  Nevertheless,  in  September 
1881,  the  New  Zealand  house  of  representatives  dealt  summarily  and 
successfully  in  putting  down  persistent  obstruction  by  a  small  body 
of  its  members.  They  had  been  kept  continuously  sitting  from 
2.30  p.m.  on  Wednesday,  August  31,  until  five  minutes  to  5  p.m.  on 
Saturday,  September  3,  in  committee  of  the  whole,  after  a  forty- 
eight  hours’  sitting,  during  which  twenty-three  motions,  alternately 
'to  report  progress  and  to  leave  the  chair,  had  been  negatived.  The 
chairman  interposed  and  refused  to  receive  any  more  such  motions. 
A  member  resisted  his  authority,  whereupon  he  left  the  chair  and 
reported  the  disorderly  conduct  to  the  house.  The  house  resolved 
this  member  to  have  been  guilty  of  contempt.  Then  the  speaker 
severely  reprimanded  him,  and  in  so  doing  he  dealt  a  severe  and 
sufficient  blow  against  this  defiance  of  decorum  and  abuse  of  the 
freedom  of  debate.  He  asserted  and  maintained  the  inherent  right 
of  the  house  to  control  its  own  rules  and  not  permit  them  to  be 
notoriously  abused! 

Modern  constitutional  practice  lias  sanctioned 
a  deviation  from  the  rule  which  forbids  an  appeal 
to  any  other  tribunal  than  that  of  Parliament  itself 


1  See  The  Colonies,  Oct.  29, 1881, 
p.  709  ;  House  Jour.  1881,  pp.  246- 
257.  The  same  view  is  expressed 
by  Prof.  J.  E.  T.  Rogers  in  Con. 
Rev.  v.  41,  p.  507,  wherein  he  shows 
that  ancient  rules  of  the  house  in 
1604  and  1610  clothe  the  Speaker 


with  all  needful  power  to  suppress 
irrelevant  speaking  and  manifest 
obstruction.  See  also  article  review¬ 
ing  new  rules  of  procedure  in  West. 
Rev.  v.  62,  p.  493.  See  also  Mr. 
Pollock’s  paper  in  Fort.  Rev.  v.  30, 
p.  497. 
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to  decide  upon  the  fate  of  ministries.  Up  to  the  Resigna- 
year  1S6S,  ‘the  general  current  of  precedent’  was  ministry 
decidedly  ‘  in  favour  of  a  minister,  beaten  at  a  general 
election,  accepting  his  defeat  only  at  the  hands  of  hustings. 
Parliament ;  and  this  custom  was  grounded  on  the 
salutary  doctrine  that  it  is  only  through  Parliament 
that  the  nation  can  speak.’ j 

But,  in  18C8,  and  in  1880,  the  conservative  admin¬ 
istrations,  and  in  1874,  the  Gladstone  administration, 
respectively  resigned  office,  soon  after  the  adverse 
result  of  their  appeal  to  the  constituencies  was  ap- 
parent.k  In  1892,  however,  the  Salisbury  administration 
adopted  the  old  method  of  accepting  defeat  in  Parlia¬ 
ment.  Before  the  elections,  the  conservative  majority 
stood  116  ;  after  it,  the  opposition  were  shown  to  have 
a  majority  of  40;  the  government  being  defeated  on 
the  Address,  August  11,  1892.1 

So  likewise,  in  Victoria,  upon  the  defeat  of  the  McCulloch 
ministry  at  the  general  election  on  May  11,  1877,  the  administration 
resigned  on  May  21,  the  day  previous  to  the  meeting  of  the  new 
parliament.  In  like  manner  the  Berry  ministry,  in  March,  1880, 
resigned  after  a  general  election  and  without  meeting  parliament. 

And  in  Canada — shortly  after  the  general  election,  held  in  Sep¬ 
tember,  1878,  and  which  resulted  in  the  defeat  of  the  Reform  party 
at  the  hustings — the  Mackenzie  administration  resigned,  and  were 
replaced  by  the  Conservative  administration  of  Sir  J ohn  A.  Mac¬ 
donald.  The  new  parliament  met,  at  about  the  usual  period,  in 
February,  1879. 

Mr.  E.  A.  Freeman  views  these  precedents  as  intro¬ 
ducing  a  new  principle  into  the  unwritten  constitution 
of  England,  by  means  of  which  the  direct  action  of 
the  electors  at  their  polling-booths  is  capable  of  effect¬ 
ing;  a  cliano'e  of  ministers,  without  the  intervention  of 
the  House  of  Commons.  While  deprecating  this  novel 

j  Fort.  Rev.  v.  24,  n.s.  p.  265 ;  k  Hans.  Deb.  v.  195,  p.  739. 

Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  414,  new  1  lb.  v.  7,  p.  430. 

ed.  p.  512. 


PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT. 


Resigna¬ 
tion  of 
ministry. 


departure  from  ancient  constitutional  usage,  lie  con¬ 
siders  these  recent  cases  as  indicating  the  course 
which  in  all  probability  will  be  generally  followed 
hereafter,  upon  similar  occasions  ;  subject,  of  course,  to 
the  discretion  of  ministers,  who  must  retain  a  liberty 
of  choice  in  a  matter  of  such  grave  importance,  which 
involves  serious  consequences  to  themselves,  to  their 
party,  and  to  the  nation.”1 

The  effect  of  adverse  votes  in  Parliament  upon  the 
fate  of  a  ministry,  and  the  constitutional  practice 
which  regulates  the  granting  or  withholding  by  the 
governor  of  an  appeal  by  a  defeated  administration  to 
the  constituencies,  will  be  considered  in  a  later  part  of 
this  treatise. 


m  Int.  Rev.  V.  2,  p.  374. 


CHAPTER  III. 


HISTORICAL  ACCOUNT  OF  THE  INTRODUCTION  OF  PARLIA¬ 
MENTARY  GOVERNMENT  INTO  THE  COLONIES  OF  GREAT 
BRITAIN. 

Having  investigated  the  general  principles  of  parlia¬ 
mentary  government,  in  their  application  to  colonial 
rule,  we  will  proceed  to  inquire  into  the  particular  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  gave  rise  to  the  establishment  of 
that  system  in  the  more  important  colonies  of  the 
empire. 

The  first  colony  of  Great  Britain  wherein  this 
measure  of  colonial  administrative  reform  was  intro¬ 
duced  was  Canada. 

The  following  is  the  chronological  order  in  which  constitutional 
government  was  established  in  the  older  provinces  of  Canada :  a 

Nova  Scotia  ......  1758 

Prince  Edward  Island  .  .  .  .1773 
New  Brunswick  .  .  .  .  .1784 
Upper  Canada  1  . 

Lower  Canada  J 

Responsible  government  was  introduced  into  Canada  in  1841, 
and  in  the  Maritime  Provinces  in  1848.b 

Both  in  Lower  and  in  Upper  Canada — which  were 
then  separate  provinces,  with  distinct  governments — 
political  grievances  had  for  several  years  existed,  and 
begun  to  assume  a  threatening  aspect,  tending  to  the 
overthrow  of  the  authority  of  the  British  Crown,  and 


a  McCord’s  Handbook  of  Cana-  1888. 
dian  Hates,  pp.  10-12.  Montreal,  b  See  post,  p.  80. 
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the  assertion  of  independence  under  republican  insti¬ 
tutions.  These  grievances  were  mainly  attributable  to 
the  lack  of  a  spirit  of  harmony  and  co-operation  be¬ 
tween  the  legislative  and  executive  authorities.  Similar 
complaints  found  expression  in  the  maritime  colonies 
of  British  America;  although  the  orderly  and  loyal 
spirit  prevailing  therein  kept  back  the  spirit  of  dis¬ 
affection,  which  had  manifested  itself  in  overt  acts  of 
rebellion  in  both  Canadian  provinces.0 

The  insurrection  in  Canada  was,  however,  promptly 
suppressed  by  the  strong  arm  of  military  power  ;  aided, 
at  least  in  the  upper  province,  by  the  awakened  loyalty 
of  the  great  bulk  of  the  population.  At  this  juncture, 
the  Earl  of  Durham  was  deputed  to  proceed  to  Canada, 
as  governor-general  and  lord  high  commissioner,  to 
investigate  the  affairs  of  British  North  America.  In 
1839,  the  year  after  his  appointment,  Lord  Durham 
presented  to  the  Queen  an  elaborate  report  on  the 
result  of  his  inquiries.  In  this  report,  his  lordship 
recommended,  as  a  panacea  for  all  existing  political 
complaints,  the  introduction  into  the  several  British 
North  American  colonies  of  the  principle  of  local  self- 
government  ;  thereby  rendering  our  colonial  polity,  so 
far  as  was  consistent  with  the  maintenance  of  British 
connection,  and  of  imperial  supremacy,  ‘  an  image  and 
transcript  of  the  British  constitution.’ d 

Mi.  Poulett  Thomson  (afterwards  Lord  Sydenham) 
v  as  sent  to  Canada,  m  the  autumn  of  1839,  as  governor- 
general ;  and  he  was  instructed  to  give  effect  to  the 


c  For  instructions  to  early  go¬ 
vernors  in  Canada  and  provinces 
see  Can.  Sess.  Tap.  1883,  No.  70. 

d  This  phrase  was  first  employed 
by  Lieutenant-Governor  Simcoe,  in 
his  speech  from  the  throne,  at  the 
close  of  the  first  session  of  the  first 
provincial  parliament  of  Upper 
Canada,  in  1792.  It  expressed  the 


intentions  of  the  imperial  govern¬ 
ment  in  reference  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  representative  institutions 
in  that  province ;  although  these 
intentions  did  not  apparently  con¬ 
template,.  at  that  early  period,  the 
introduction  of  ‘  responsible  govern¬ 
ment.’  Com.  Pap.  1839,  v.  33,  p. 

7  9  1 
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principles  set  forth  in  Lord  Durham’s  report.  Lord 
John  Russell  (then  colonial  secretary)  officially  notified 
Mr.  Thomson  of  the  system  under  which  he  was  to 
administer  the  government,  in  a  despatch  dated  Sept.  7, 
1839,  which  embodied  her  Majesty’s  instructions  upon 
his  assumption  of  the  government  of  British  North 
America ;  and  subsequently  in  two  despatches  dated 
Oct.  14  and  16,  1839.  These  despatches  deprecated 
any  attempt  to  apply  the  principle  of  ministerial 
responsibility  to  a  provincial  assembly,  to  acts  of  the 
governor  which  were  performed  by  him  in  obedience 
to  the  royal  instructions,  or  to  questions  of  an  imperial 
nature,  as  being;  at  variance  with  the  allegiance  due 
to  the  British  Crown.  But  the  application  of  this 
principle  to  questions  of  local  concern  was  approved ; 
and  directions  were  given  to  cBange  the  tenure  of  office 
of  the  heads  of  public  departments  in  the  province,  so 
as  to  admit  of  such  offices  being  held  by  executive 
councillors  who  should  possess  the  confidence  of  the 
assembly,  and  of  the  removal  of  such  persons  from 
office  £as  often  as  any  sufficient  motives  of  public  policy 
might  suggest  the  expediency’  thereof.  Lord  Sydenham 
took  an  early  opportunity  of  giving  effect  to  these  in¬ 
structions,  by  publicly  announcing  that  hereafter  the 
government  of  Canada  should  be  conducted  in  harmony 
with  the  well-understood  wishes  of  the  people,  and  that 
the  attempt  to  govern  by  a  minority  would  no  longer 
be  resorted  to ;  a  declaration  which  was  received  with 
satisfaction,  by  all  moderate  men,  throughout  the 
country.6 

In  June  1841,  soon  after  the  opening  of  the  first 


e  Scrope,  Life  of  Lord  Sydenham, 
2nd  ed.  pp.  257-268 ;  Canada  Leg. 
Assem.  Jour.  1841,  p.  390  and  app. 
B.  B.  It  is,  nevertheless,  undeni¬ 
able  that  Lord  Sydenham  did  not 
favour  the  full  and  unreserved  ac¬ 


ceptance  of  the  system  of  responsible 
government,  as  it  now  prevails,  and 
that  his  own  views  of  the  subject 
underwent  considerable  modification 
before  the  close  of  his  career.  Dent’s 
Canada,  v.  1,  p.  300. 
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session  of  the  parliament  of  the  United  Provinces  of 
Lower  and  Upper  Canada,  the  attorney -general  (Mr. 
Draper),  in  reply  to  a  demand  for  explicit  information 
on  the  subject,  assured  the  assembly  that  the  provincial 
administration  would  henceforth  be  conducted  upon 
the  principle  popularly  known  as  ‘  responsible  govern¬ 
ment.  But  a  verbal  statement  upon  a  matter  of  such 
vital  importance  was  deemed  by  the  Opposition  as  being 
insufficient  and  inconclusive;  the  more  so,  as  it  was 
notorious  that  leading  members  of  the  new  cabinet  had 
previously  expressed  themselves  unfavourably  in  regard 
to  this  novel  method  of  administration/ 

Accordingly,  on  Sept.  3,  1841,  resolutions  were  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  legislative  assembly  of  Canada  by  Mr. 
Secretary  Harrison  (in  amendment  to  a  series  substan¬ 
tially  similar  proposed  by  Mr.  Robert  Baldwin),  which 
weie  unanimously  agreed  to,  and  which  constitute,  in 
fact,  articles  of  agreement,  upon  the  momentous  ques¬ 
tion  of  responsible  government,  between  the  executive 
authority  of  the  Crown  and  the  Canadian  people. 

It  was  resolved,  (1)  that  4  the  head  of  the  executive 
government^  of  the  province  being,  within  the  limits  of 
his  government,  the  representative  of  the  sovereign,  is 
responsible  to  the  imperial  authority  alone  ;  but  that, 
nevertheless,  the  management  of  our  local  affairs  can 
only  be  conducted  by  him,  by  and  with  the  assistance, 
counsel,  and  information  of  subordinate  officers  in  the 
province.  (2)  k  That  in  order  to  preserve,  between  the 
different  branches  of  the  provincial  parliament,  that 
harmony  which  is  essential  to  the  peace,  welfare,  and 
good  government  of  the  province,  the  chief  advisers  of 
the  representative  of  the  sovereign,  constituting  a  pro¬ 
vincial  administration  under  him,  ought  to  be  men 
possessed  of  the  confidence  of  the  representatives  of  the 


See  Dent’s  Canada  Since  the  Union,  v.  1,  ch.  vi. 
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people ;  thus  affording  a  guarantee  that  the  well-under¬ 
stood  wishes  and  interests  of  the  people,  which  our 
Gracious  Sovereign  has  declared  shall  he  the  rule  of  the 
provincial  government,  will,  on  all  occasions,  be  faith¬ 
fully  represented  and  advocated.’  (3)  ‘That  the  people 
of  this  province  have,  moreover,  a  right  to  expect  from 
such  provincial  administration  the  exertion  of  their  best 
endeavours  that  the  imperial  authority,  within  its  consti¬ 
tutional  limits,  shall  be  exercised  in  the  manner  most  con¬ 
sistent  with  their  well-understood  wishes  and  interests.’ 

A  further  resolution  was  proposed,  by  Mr.  Baldwin, 
to  assert  the  constitutional  right  of  the  assembly  to 
hold  the  provincial  administration  responsible  for  using 
their  best  exertions  to  procure,  from  the  imperial  autho¬ 
rities,  that  their  rightful  action,  in  matters  affecting 
Canadian  interests,  should  be  exercised  with  a  similar 
regard  to  the  wishes  and  interests  of  the  Canadian 
people.  But  this  resolution,  being  presumably  opposed 
to  the  principle  of  non-interference,  by  colonial  ministers, 
in  matters  of  imperial  concern, — as  maintained  in  Lord 
John  Bussell’s  despatch  of  October  14, 1839, — was,  after 
debate,  unanimously  rejected. 

Lord  Sydenham  died,  unexpectedly,  from  injury 
sustained  by  a  fall  from  his  horse,  a  few  days  after  the 
passing  of  these  memorable  resolutions.  Sir  Charles 
Bagot  and  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe,  who  severally  suc¬ 
ceeded  him  as  governors  of  Canada  in  1842  and  in 
1844,  emphatically  declared  their  acceptance  of  respon¬ 
sible  government,  as  embodied  in  the  foregoing  reso¬ 
lutions.  But,  during  their  term  of  office,  the  system 
itself  was  imperfectly  understood,  and  mistakes  were 
made,  on  all  sides,  in  the  application  of  this  hitherto 
untried  experiment  in  colonial  government  to  the 
practical  administration  of  local  affairs. g 
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s  Grey,  Colonial  Policy,  v.  1,  p.  27.  Dent’s  Canada,  v.  1,  cc.  ix.,  xi., 
205.  Adderley,  Colonial  Policy,  p.  xiv.  Mackenzie,  Life  of  Hon.  Geo. 
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After  a  brief  interval,  during  which  Lord  Cathcart 
(a  military  officer)  was  appointed  governor-general,  in 
view  of  the  threatening  aspect  of  our  relations  with  the 
United  States,  the  imperial  government  were  impressed 
with  the  necessity  for  entrusting  the  management  of 
affairs  in  Canada  to  a  person  who  should  possess  an 
intimate  knowledge  of  the  principles  and  practice  of 
the  British  constitution,  some  experience  of  the  House 
of  Commons,  and  a  familiarity  with  the  poolitical  ques¬ 
tions  of  the  day.  Such  an  one  was  happily  found  in 
Lord  Elgin,  who  was  accordingly  selected  by  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  which  Lord  John  Bussell  was  premier,  and  Earl 
Grey  the  colonial  secretary. 

Previous  to  his  departure  for  Canada,  in  January, 
1847,  Earl  Grey  carefully  instructed  the  new  governor- 
general  as  to  the  line  of  conduct  he  should  pursue,  and 
the  means  he  should  adopt,  in  order  to  bring  into  full 
and  beneficial  operation,  in  British  North  America,  the 
novel  machinery  of  constitutional  government. 

In  Earl  Grey’s  ‘History  of  the  Colonial  Policy  of 
Gieat  Biitain,  during  Lord  John  Russell’s  ministry,  we 
are  informed  of  the  general  tenor  of  the  instructions 
given  to  Lord  Elgin,  and  of  the  successful  result  of  his 
policy  and  conduct.11 

L°id  Elgin  s  private  letters  to  Earl  Grey  (written 
from  Canada,  and  posthumously  published)  afford  us 
some  interesting  details  and  valuable  suggestions  as  to 
his  methods  of  administration.  He  says  therein :  ‘  I 
give  to  my  ministers  all  constitutional  support,  frankly 
and  without  reserve,  and  the  benefit  of  the  best  advice 
that.  I  can  afford  them  in  their  difficulties.  In  return 
foi  this,  I  expect  that  they  will,  as  far  as  jiossible,  carry 
out  my  views  for  the  maintenance  of  the  connection 


Brown,  Introd.  chapter.  Toronto, 
1882.  See  also  Fennings  Ta.ylor’s 
Are  Legislatures  Parliaments  ?  c.  6. 


h  See  Grey,  Colonial  Policy,  v 
i.  pp.  206-234.  Adderley,  p.  3f. 
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with.  Great  Britain,  and  the  advancement  of  the  interests 
of  the  province.’  ‘But,’  he  adds,  ‘I  have  never  con¬ 
cealed  from  them  that  I  intend  to  do  nothing;  which 
may  prevent  me  from  working  cordially  with  their 
opponents,  if  they  are  forced  upon  me ;  ’  showing  my 
‘  confidence  in  the  loyalty  of  all  the  influential  parties 
with  which  I  have  to  deal,’  and  being  devoid  of  ‘  per¬ 
sonal  antipathies.’  ‘  A  governor-general,  by  acting  on 
these  views,  with  tact  and  firmness,  may  hope  to  esta¬ 
blish  a  moral  influence  in  the  province,  which  will  go 
far  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of  power  consequent  on 
the  surrender  of  patronage  to  an  executive  responsible 
to  the  local  parliament.’  But  ‘  incessant  watchfulness 
and  some  dexterity  are  requisite  to  prevent  him  from 
falling,  on  the  one  side,  into  the  neant  of  mock  sove¬ 
reignty,  or  on  the  other  into  the  dirt  and  confusion  of 
local  factions.’ 1 

To  the  question,  ‘  whether  the  theory  of  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  provincial  ministers  to  the  provincial  parlia¬ 
ment,  and  of  the  consequent  duty  of  the  governor 
to  remain  absolutely  neutral  in  the  strife  of  political 
parties,  had  not  a  necessary  tendency  to  degrade  his 
office  into  that  of  a  mere  roi  faineant?’  Lord  Elgin 
gave  an  unqualified  negative.  ‘  I  have  tried,’  he  said, 
‘  both  systems.  In  Jamaica,  there  was  no  responsible 
government ;  but  I  had  not  half  the  power  I  have  here, 
with  my  constitutional  and  changing  cabinet.’  Even 
on  the  viceregal  throne  of  India,  he  missed,  at  first, 
something  of  the  authority  and  influence  which  he  had 
exercised,  as  constitutional  governor,  in  Canada.  This 
influence,  however,  was  ‘  wholly  moral, — an  influence  of 
suasion,  sympathy,  and  moderation,  which  softens  the 
temper  while  it  elevates  the  aims  of  local  politics.’ j 
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1  Walrond’s  Letters  of  Lord  gin,  pp.  125,  126.  Prince  Albert’s 
Elgin,  pp.  40,  41.  Letter,  in  Martin’s  Pr.  Consort,  v, 

J  Walrond’s  Letters  of  Lord  El-  5,  p.  260. 
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Response  The  success  of  responsible  government  in  Canada, 
vermnent  under  the  presidency  of  Lord  Elgin,  led  to  its  gradual 
ln  th®  introduction  into  the  maritime  colonies  of  British  North 

max  1  timG 

provinces  America,  and  subsequently  into  the  several  colonies  of 
colonies?1  Australia  wherein  representative  institutions  had  been 
established ;  and  into  New  Zealand,  Tasmania,  and  the 
Cape  of  Good  Hope. 

Ultimately,  upon  the  confederation  of  the  provinces 
of  Upper  and  Lower  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New 
Brunswick,  into  one  dominion,  under  the  Crown  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  in  1867,  it  was  provided  in 
the  imperial  Act  of  Union  that  the  constitution  of  the 
new  Dominion  should  be  4  similar  in  principle  to  that 
of  the  United  Kingdom.’ k 

Responsible  government  was  introduced  into  Nova 
Scotia  and  into  New  Brunswick  in  1848,  whilst  Earl 
Grey,  an  experienced  statesman,  and  an  able  writer 
upon  constitutional  government,  held  the  seals  of  the 
colonial  office.1 

At  the  outset,  a  difficulty  arose  in  Nova  Scotia,  in 
regard  to  the  application  of  the  new  tenure  of  appoint¬ 
ments  to  office,  which  serves  to  explain  the  extent  to 
which  the  imperial  government  was  prepared  to  con¬ 
cede  the  principle  of  non-interference  in  matters  of 
local  concern,  and  at  the  same  time  to  show  the  legiti¬ 
mate  extent  of  the  powers  of  a  governor. 

In  a  despatch  to  Governor  Harvey,  of  Nova  Scotia, 
dated  March  31,  1847,  Earl  Grey  adverted  to  certain 
necessary  qualifications  and  restrictions  in  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  parliamentary  institutions  to  the  colonies.  He 


k  British  North  America  Act, 
1867,  31  Viet.  c.  3,  preamble. 

'  See  the  correspondence  be¬ 
tween  the  governors  of  the  British 
North  American  provinces  and  the 
secretary  of  state,  relative  to  the 
introduction  of  responsible  govern¬ 


ment  therein.  Com.  Pap.  1847-48, 
v.  42,  pp.  51-88.  For  papers  de¬ 
scriptive  of  the  original  constitutions 
granted  by  the  Crown  to  the  mari¬ 
time  provinces  of  British  North 
America,  see  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1883, 
No.  70. 
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dwelt  with  much  emphasis  upon  the  importance  of 
4  abstaining  from  going  further  than  can  be  avoided, 
without  giving  up  the  principle  of  executive  respon¬ 
sibility,  in  making  the  tenure  of  offices  in  the  public 
service  dependent  upon  the  result  of  party  contests  ’  ; 
and  he  advised  that,  with  the  exception  of  a  very  few 
prominent  and  necessarily  political  offices,  the  remain¬ 
ing  appointments  to  public  employ  should  be  held  inde¬ 
pendently  of  party,  and  be  virtually  irremovable,  except 
for  obvious  misconduct  or  unfitness.  The  colonial  sec¬ 
retary  likewise  pointed  out  the  necessity,  on  the  part 
of  the  people  of  Nova  Scotia,  of  refraining  to  effect  any 
reform  in  their  institutions,  however  just  or  desirable, 
at  the  cost  of  injustice  to  individuals.  And  therefore, 
that,  in  replacing,  by  political  heads  of  departments, 
men  who  had  served  faithfully  under  a  non-political 
tenure,  it  would  be  most  unfair  not  to  compensate  those 
who  had  been  removed  from  office,  on  this  account,  by 
insuring  them  a  provision  that  would  make  up  for  the 
loss  of  official  income.111 

Nevertheless,  the  first  administration  formed  in 
Nova  Scotia,  under  responsible  government,  ignored  the 
wise  and  considerate  counsels  of  Earl  Grey  in  this  par¬ 
ticular,  and  insisted  upon  the  removal  of  an  old  public 
officer,  who  filled  the  position  of  colonial  treasurer  (and 
whose  office  it  was  proposed  to  divide  into  two  political 
departments, — that  of  a  receiver-general  and  of  a 
financial  secretary),  —  without  making  any  compen¬ 
sation  to  him  for  his  loss  of  office.  The  governor 
demurred  to  this  proceeding;  but  his  objections  were 
overruled.  He  then,  at  the  suggestion  of  Earl  Grey, 
directed  that  the  whole  correspondence  on  the  subject 
should  be  submitted  to  the  colonial  legislature.  This 
was  done ;  but  the  legislative  council  and  the  house 


m  Com.  Pap.  1847-48,  v.  42,  p.  77. 
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of  assembly  upheld  the  ministry,  and  passed  an  Act 
for  the  division  of  the  office,  as  above-mentioned,  with¬ 
out  making  any  provision  for  the  existing  incumbent, 
who  was  accordingly  left  without  redress.  To  this  Act 
the  imperial  government  gave  a  reluctant  assent. 

The  non-intervention  of  the  imperial  government  to 
prevent  such  an  act  of  personal  injustice  was  regarded 
by  many  inhabitants  of  Nova  Scotia  with  alarm ;  and 
they  petitioned  the  Imperial  Parliament,  representing 
the  injury  sustained  by  the  province  in  the  loss  of  the 
supervision  of  imperial  authority  as  a  safeguard  against 
oppression  or  abuse  of  power  by  the  local  government. 
This  petition  gave  rise  to  a  long  debate  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  on  March  26,  1849,  wherein  leading  states¬ 
men  of  both  parties  expressed  themselves  freely  upon 
the  question,  but  without  any  motion  being  proposed 
thereon. 

Earl  Grey  defended  the  course  taken  by  himself 
and  by  Governor  Harvey  upon  this  occasion.  He  de¬ 
precated  the  attempt  to  renew,  in  the  Imperial  Parlia¬ 
ment,  colonial  political  contests.  Such  a  proceeding 
was  both  novel  and  inexpedient.  He  showed  that,  as 
a  general  rule,  the  advice  given  to  the  local  authorities 
upon  the  introduction  of  responsible  government  had 
been  favourably  received,  and  frankly  adopted ;  that, 
in  the  particular  instance,  there  were  circumstances 
(which  he  explained)  that  rendered  the  action  of  the 
local  government  less  objectionable  than  would  at  first 
appear ;  and  that  for  the  governor  to  have  insisted 
upon  compensation  to  the  ex-treasurer  would  have  led 
to  the  resignation  of  his  ministers,  would  have  caused 
‘  the  affairs  of  the  colony  to  be  thrown  into  confusion,’ 
and  ‘  would  have  been  an  overstraining  of  the  powers 
of  the  Crown.’  On  the  other  hand,  the  secretary  of 
state  felt  £  bound  to  assert  that  the  power  and  influence 
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of  the  Crown  are  by  no  means  to  be  ineffective  or  un¬ 
important.’  Doubtless,  that  power  £  should  be  used, 
not  resolutely  to  resist  and  oppose,  but  judiciously  to 
check  and  guide,  the  public  opinion  of  the  colonies  into 
proper  channels.’ 

His  advice  to  Sir  John  Harvey  had  been:  ‘Act 
strictly  upon  the  principle  of  not  identifying  yourself 
v  itli  airy  one  paity ;  but,  instead  of  this,  making  your¬ 
self  both  a  mediator  and  a  moderator  between  the 
influential  of  all  parties.  In  giving,  therefore,  all  fair 
and  proper  support  to  your  council  for  the  time  being, 
you  will  carefully  avoid  any  acts  which  can  possibly  be 
supposed  to  imply  the  slightest  personal  objection  to 
then  opponents,  and  also  refuse  to  assent  to  any  mea- 
suies  which  may  be  proposed  to  you  by  your  council 
which  may  appear  to  you  to  involve  an  improper  exer¬ 
cise  of  the  authority  of  the  Crown  for  party  rather  than 
for  public  objects. 

‘  In  exercising,  however,  this  power  of  refusing  to 
sanction  measures  which  may  be  submitted  to  you  by 
your  council,  you  must  recollect  that  this  power  of 
opposing  a  check  upon  extreme  measures,  proposed 
by  the  party  for  the  time  in  the  government,  depends 
entiiely  foi  its  efficacy  upon  its  being  used  sparingly, 
and  with  the  greatest  possible  discretion.  A  refusal  to 
accept  advice  tendered  to  you  by  your  council  is  a 
legitimate  ground  for  its  members  to  tender  to  you 
their  resignation  ;  a  course  they  would  doubtless  adopt, 
should  they  feel  that  the  subject  on  which  a  difference 
has  arisen  between  you  and  themselves  was  one  upon 
which  public  opinion  would  be  in  their  favour.  Should 
it  prove  to  be  so,  concession  to  their  views  must  sooner 
or  later  become  inevitable ;  since  it  cannot  be  too  dis¬ 
tinctly  acknowledged  that  it  is  neither  possible  nor 
desirable  to  carry  on  the  government  of  any  of  the 
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British  provinces  in  North  America  in  opposition  to  the 
opinion  of  the  inhabitants.’ n 

Particulars  in  regard  to  the  events  which  led  to  the 
introduction  of  responsible  government  into  the  Austra¬ 
lian  colonies,  and  of  the  circumstances  attending  the 
same,  will  be  found  in  the  sessional  papers  of  the  House 
of  Commons,  for  the  years  1849  to  1856  inclusive. 

General  authority  to  effect  the  changes  in  the  con¬ 
stitutions  of  the  several  Australian  colonies  necessarv 
for  the  establishment  of  local  self-government  therein, 
was  conferred  by  the  Imperial  Act  13  and  14  Viet.  c. 
59.  Under  this  statute,  or  under  the  subsequent  Acts 
of  the  18  and  19  Yict.  cc.  54  and  55,  parliamentary  in¬ 
stitutions  were  introduced  into  Australasia  at  the  under¬ 
mentioned  periods ;  viz.,  into  Tasmania  and  Victoria, 
in  1855  ;  into  New  South  Wales  and  South  Australia,  in 
1856  ;  into  New  Zealand,  by  special  enactment,  in  1856  ; 
into  Queensland,  upon  its  being  set  apart  as  a  separate 
colony,  in  1860  ;  and  into  Western  Australia  in  March, 
1875. 

In  the  legislative  council  of  Western  Australia  a 
resolution  was  carried  on  April  18, 1883,  for  an  address 
asking  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  responsible 
government  would  be  granted  to  the  colony.  In  reply, 
the  colonial  secretary  stated  that  he  was  not  in  posses¬ 
sion  of  all  the  information  that  would  enable  him  to  say 
what  arrangements  would  be  necessary  in  the  event  of 
it  seeming  desirable  to  introduce  responsible  government 
into  the  colony ;  at  the  same  time  he  pointed  out  what 
appeared  to  be  the  special  difficulties  in  the  way  of  its 
accomplishment,  that  would  require  careful  considera¬ 
tion  before  being  adopted,  and  concluded  by  desiring  a 
full  and  exhaustive  report  from  the  governor  in  the 
matter,  accompanied  by  a  return  showing  the  popula- 


Com.  Pap.  1847-48,  v.  42,  p.  56;  Hans.  D.  v.  103,  pp.  1262-1289. 
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tion,  land  sold  and  leased,  and  receipts  and  expenditure 
in  each  district  of  the  colony. 

Accordingly  on  April  9,  1884,  the  governor,  Sir  F.  N. 
Broome,  made  a  report  on  the  condition  of  the  colony, 
and  recommended  that  responsible  government  should 
not  be  refused,  provided  that  the  electorate  made  it 
clear  in  the  elections  to  beheld  in  1885,  that  the  colony 
desired  the  change  ;  but  in  the  event  of  responsible 
government  being  granted,  the  colony  ought  to  be 
divided,  and  the  northerly  portion  be  erected  into  a 
Crown  colony.  In  reply,  the  colonial  secretary  stated 
that,  should  the  electors  at  the  general  election  declare 
themselves  very  decidedly  in  favour  of  a  change  of  con¬ 
stitution,  her  Majesty’s  government  would  not  refuse 
to  examine  the  details  of  the  arrangement  which  the 
introduction  of  responsible  government  would  render 
necessary.  No  action,  however,  appears  to  have  been 
taken  at  the  elections  on  the  question. 

On  July  6,  1887,  the  legislative  council  passed  two 
resolutions  :  (1)  for  the  adoption  of  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,  and  (2)  that  Western  Australia  should  remain  one 
and  undivided  under  the  new  constitution.  In  forward¬ 
ing  the  resolutions  to  the  colonial  secretary  the  gover¬ 
nor,  in  a  despatch  dated  July  12,  1887,  stated  that, 
‘  having  carefully  considered  the  whole  matter,  I  strongly 
support  both  the  first  and  the  second  of  the  resolutions,’ 
and  gave  his  reasons  why  he  had  changed  his  opinion 
in  respect  to  the  suggested  division  of  the  colony  in  his 
despatch  of  three  years  previous,  but  added  that  it 
was  but  a  matter  of  time  when  the  colony  would  be 
separated  into  two  or  more  distinct  colonies.  The 
answer  from  the  colonial  secretary  was  to  the  effect 
that  her  Majesty’s  government  did  not  feel  it  to  be 
their  duty  to  object  to  the  principle  of  the  propositions-, 
subject  to  the  important  reservation  as  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  northern  districts. 
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At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings  a  petition  against 
responsible  government,  signed  by  ninety  colonists  of 
good  standing,  having  a  substantial  stake  in  the  colony, 
was  addressed  to  the  colonial  secretary.  The  governor, 
in  transmitting  the  paper,  remarked  that  he  did  not 
think  that  it  should  £  over-ride  the  expressed  wish  of 
the  colonial  legislature,  supported  by  the  governor, 
and  already  agreed  to,  with  certain  reservations,  by 
her  Majesty’s  government.’ 

In  May,  1888,  the  draft  of  a  Constitution  Bill  was 
passed  by  the  legislative  council,  and  forwarded  for 
the  sanction  of  the  imperial  government.  It  provided 
for  an  elective  upper  house  of  fifteen  members,  and  a 
lower  house  to  consist  of  thirty  members.  The  colo¬ 
nial  secretary  by  despatch,  dated  August  31,  1888, 
returned  the  Bill  recast ;  amongst  other  alterations 
making  legislative  councillors  by  appointment  instead 
of  elective.  On  April  26,  1889,  the  Bill  finally  passed 
the  legislative  council,  with  some  minor  amendments, 
acceptable  to  the  colonial  secretary.  The  legislative 
council  to  be  nominated,  but  after  six  years  to  be¬ 
come  elective,  or  when  the  colony  has  a  population  of 
60,000,  whichever  happens  first.  Though  the  Bill  was 
introduced  into  the  Imperial  Parliament  the  same  year, 
there  was  such  strong  opposition  to  it  on  both  sides  of 
the  house — chiefly  as  to  the  wisdom  of  handing  over 
such  a  large  area  of  land  to  responsible  ministers — that 
it  was  withdrawn  on  August  26,  much  to  the  disappoint¬ 
ment  of  the  government  of  Western  Australia.  In  order 
that  the  Bill  might  receive  every  possible  assistance 
through  the  Imperial  Parliament  in  the  coming  session 
the  legislative  council  sent  a  special  delegation,  with 
the  sanction  of  the  colonial  secretary,  consisting  of  the 
goveinoi,  Sii  I.  1ST.  Broome,  whose  term  of  office  was 
about  to  expire,  Sir  T.  C.  Campbell,  and  S.  H.  Parkes, 
Esq.,  to  proceed  4  to  endeavour  by  every  means  in  their 
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power  to  promote  the  passing  of  the  Bill  as  brought 
before  the  Imperial  Parliament  last  session.’  On  July 
25,  1890,  the  measure  became  law  by  Imperial  Act  53 
and  54  Yict.  c.  26,  entitled  £  An  Act  to  enable  Her 
Majesty  to  assent  to  a  Bill  for  conferring  a  Constitution 
on  Western  Australia.’0 

In  regard  to  New  Zealand;  after  much  previous  corre¬ 
spondence  on  the  subject,  so  early  as  in  1852,  a  represen¬ 
tative  constitution  was  granted,  by  the  Imperial  Act  15 
and  16  Yict.  c.  72.p  But  various  causes  contributed  to 
delay  the  accomplishment  of  the  beneficent  intentions  of 
the  mother  country  towards  this  colony  ;  and  it  was  not 
until  September,  1855,  that  the  governor,  Colonel  Gore 
Browne,  communicated  to  the  general  assembly  the  desire 
of  her  Majesty’s  government  that  the  colony  should  enjoy 
‘  the  fullest  measure  of  self-government  which  is  consis¬ 
tent  with  its  allegiance  to  the  British  Crown,’  and  that, 
accordingly,  he  would,  as  speedily  as  possible,  ‘  carry 
out  in  its  integrity  the  principle  of  ministerial  responsi¬ 
bility  ;  being  convinced  that  any  other  arrangements 
would  be  ineffective  to  preserve  that  harmony  between 
the  legislative  and  the  executive  branches  of  the  govern¬ 
ment,  which  is  so  essential  to  the  successful  conduct  of 
public  affairs.’  It  was  stipulated,  at  first,  that  questions 
affecting  the  Maoris  should  be  exempted  from  minis¬ 
terial  control,  but  this  proved  impracticable ;  the  point 
was  virtually  surrendered  by  the  imperial  government 


0  Correspondence  on  introduc¬ 
tion  of  responsible  government  in 
Western  Australia,  Com.  Pap.  1889, 
v.  55,  pp.  863,  503  ;  ib.  1890,  v.  49, 
p.  293. 

p  For  the  origin  and  history  of 
this  constitution,  see  Sir  C.  B. 
Adderley  (Lord  Norton),  Colonial 
Policy,  pp.  133-162.  It  has  been 
since  amended  hy  imperial  enact¬ 
ments,  enabling  the  colonial  parlia¬ 


ment  to  effect  changes  in  the  con¬ 
stitution  within  certain  limits.  See 
Imperial  Acts  20  &  21  Viet.  c.  53 ; 
25  &  26  Viet.  c.  48 ;  26  &  27  Viet.  c. 
23,  and  see  31  &  32  Viet.  c.  57.  See 
also  despatches  relative  to  the  grant¬ 
ing  of  representative  institutions  to 
New  Zealand  between  the  imperial 
and  colonial  governments  in  1845 
to  1853.  N.  Z.  Pari.  Pap.  1883,  A. 
8  a. 
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before  the  close  of  the  first  session  under  responsible 
government,  and  ere  long  it  was  entirely  abandoned. 
‘  This  ultimately  led  to  the  introduction  of  Maori  repre¬ 
sentatives  into  both  chambers  of  the  New  Zealand  par¬ 
liament,  where  they  have  been  found  very  useful  mem¬ 
bers.’  9 

A  new  parliament  was  first  convened  ;  and  in  April, 
1856,  the  governor  commenced  negotiations  with  a 
gentleman  who  was  in  the  confidence  of  a  majority 
in  the  assembly  on  the  formation  of  a  responsible 
ministry. 

At  the  outset,  the  governor  declared  his  determina¬ 
tion  to  maintain  ‘a  perfect  neutrality  in  all  party 
questions.  He  then  addressed  a  minute,  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  above  referred  to,  with  an  explanatory  memoran¬ 
dum,  defining  his  own  views  as  to  the  relation  which 
should  subsist  between  himself  and  his  responsible 
advisers. 

This  minute  states:  ‘(1.)  In  all  matters  under  the 
control  of  the  assembly,  the  governor  should  be  guided 
by  the  advice  of  gentlemen  responsible  to  that  body, 
whether  it  is  or  is  not  in  accordance  with  his  own 
opinion  on  the  subject  in  question.’  But,  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  this  general  proposition,  it  is  added,  that  4  the 
governor  of  course  reserves  to  himself  the  same  consti¬ 
tutional  rights,  in  relation  to  his  ministers,  as  are  in 
England  practically  exercised  by  the  sovereign  ’ ;  and 
that  he  does  not  include  in  the  category  of  subjects 
under  the  control  of  the  assembly  any  matters  affect¬ 
ing  the  Queen’s  prerogative,  and  imperial  interests  in 
general.  (2.)  Upon  all  such  matters  4  the  governor 


q  Com.  Pap.  1860,  v.  46,  p.  169, 
Rusden,  Hist,  of  N.  Zealand,  v.  1,  eh. 
ix.  v.  8,  p.  462.  In  1867  (also  1887) 
an  Act  was  passed  to  authorise  the 
representation  of  the  Maoris  in  the 
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will  be  happy  to  receive  the  advice  of  his  executive 
council ;  but,  when  he  differs  from  them  in  opinion,  he 
will  (if  they  desire  it)  submit  their  views  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  ;  adhering 
to  his  own  until  an  answer  is  received.’ 

Other  questions,  of  purely  local  concern,  are  dis¬ 
cussed  in  this  minute  ;  which  concludes  by  stating  that, 
4  in  approving  appointments  to  vacant  offices,  the  gover¬ 
nor  will  require  to  be  assured  that  the  gentlemen  re¬ 
commended  are  fit  and  eligible  for  their  respective 
situations.’ 

These  terms  and  conditions  were  severally  accepted 
and  agreed  to  by  the  incoming  ministers,  with  the 
understanding  that  they  were  open  to  alteration  by  the 
colonial  secretary/ 

In  due  course,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies 
intimated  to  Governor  Browne  that,  4  after  the  best 
consideration  which  they  could  give  to  the  subject,  her 
Majesty’s  government  approve  of  the  principles  ’  upon 
which  he  proposed  to  administer  the  government  of 
New  Zealand,  as  the  same  were  defined  in  the  minute 
and  memorandum  aforesaid/ 

Queensland,  which  previously  formed  part  of  the 
province  of  New  South  Wales,  was  set  apart  as  a  sepa¬ 
rate  colony,  by  an  order  in  council,  issued  in  1859, 
under  the  authority  of  the  Imperial  Act  18  and  19  Yict. 
c.  54. 

Sir  George  F.  Bowen  was  chosen  as  the  first  governor 
of  the  new  colony,  with  instructions  to  inaugurate  repre¬ 
sentative  institutions  therein  in  combination  with  local 
self-government. 

He  met  with  an  enthusiastic  reception  in  the  colony, 
and  in  reporting  to  the  secretary  of  state  (the  Duke 
of  Newcastle)  his  proceedings,  Sir  G.  F.  Bowen,  in  a  des- 
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patch  dated  April  7,  1860,  remarks  as  follows:  4  There 
cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  a  greater  mistake  than  the 
view  which  some  public  writers  in  England  appear  to 
hold ;  namely,  that  the  governor  of  a  colony,  under  the 
system  of  responsible  government,  should  be,  in  a  cer¬ 
tain  sense,  a  roi  faineant.  So  far  as  my  observation 
extends,  nothing  can  be  more  opposed  than  this  theory 
to  the  wishes  of  the  Anglo-Australians  themselves. 
The  governor  of  each  of  the  colonies  in  this  group  is 
expected  not  only  to  act  as  the  head  of  society  ;  to 
encourage  literature,  science,  and  art ;  to  keep  alive, 
by  personal  visits  to  every  district  under  his  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  the  feelings  of  loyalty  to  the  Queen,  and  of  attach¬ 
ment  to  the  mother  country,  and  so  to  cherish  what 
may  be  termed  the  imperial  sentiment :  but  he  is  also 
expected,  as  head  of  the  administration,  to  maintain, 
with  the  assistance  of  his  council,  a  vigilant  control  and 
supervision  over  every  department  of  the  public  service. 
In  short,  he  is  in  a  position  in  which  he  can  exercise  an 
influence  over  the  whole  course  of  affairs,  exactly  pro¬ 
portionate  to  the  strength  of  his  character,  the  activity 
of  his  mind  and  body,  the  capacity  of  his  understanding 
and  the  extent  of  his  knowledge.’ 1 

In  replies  to  addresses  presented  to  him  when  upon 
official  tours  through  Queensland,  Sir  G.  E.  Bowen  gave 
expression  to  liis  idea  of  the  duties  and  responsibilities 
of  a  governor.  His  views  met  with  general  acceptance, 
and  the  people  everywhere  appeared  to  vie  with  each 
other  in  testifying  their  loyalty  to  the  Queen,  their  cor¬ 
dial  respect  for  her  representative,  and  their  attachment 
to  the  mother  country.11 

In  further  explanation  of  his  sense  of  the  obligations 
entailed  upon  him  as  a  constitutional  governor,  Sir 

*  Com.  Pap.  1861,  v.  40,  p.  607.  L.  1889. 

See  also  Sir  G.  F.  Bowen’s  Thirty  u  lb.  pp.  607,  613. 
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G.  F.  Bowen  mentions  in  a  subsequent  despatch,  dated 
August  11,  1860,  that  the  impression  had  gone  abroad 
that  £  certain  very  unfit  persons  ’  had  been  raised  to  the 
bench  in  Australia  c  for  political  reasons,  by  the  various 
local  ministries  which  have  succeeded  each  other  so 
rapidly  in  this  quarter  of  the  world.’  Whilst  unwilling 
to  reflect  in  the  slightest  degree  on  other  governors, 
who,  he  was  aware,  had  had  to  contend  with  great  diffi¬ 
culties,  Sir  G.  F.  Bowen  adds  :  ‘  I,  for  one,  cannot  bring 
myself  to  assent  to  the  doctrine  (if  it  be  anywhere  held) 
that  the  establishment  of  parliamentary  government 
absolves  the  representative  of  the  Crown  from  all  re¬ 
sponsibility  as  to  the  appointments  to  public  offices. 
It  is  his  undoubted  right  and  duty  to  disallow  ill-advised 
acts  of  the  colonial  legislature,  and  I  venture  to  think 
that  he  is  a  fortiori  bound  to  refuse  his  sanction  to  the 
employment  in  the  Queen’s  colonial  service  of  indivi¬ 
duals  of  dubious  character,  and  especially  to  the 
nomination  of  such  persons  to  offices  like  those  of 
judges  and  magistrates  who  hold  her  Majesty’s  commis¬ 
sion.  In  accordance  with  this  view,  I  carefully  ex¬ 
amined,  name  by  name,  with  my  executive  council, 
the  new  commission  of  the  peace,  admitting  only  those 
gentlemen  whose  character,  acquirements,  and  social 
position  render  them  worthy  of  so  honourable  and  im¬ 
portant  a  trust.  .  .  .  My  present  ministers  cordially 
concur  with  the  principles  which  I  have  thus  attempted 
to  explain  ;  and  I  am  confident  that  I  shall  at  all  times 
be  supported  by  the  public  opinion  of  this  colony  in 
acting  on  them  firmly  and  consistently.  It  is  my  inten¬ 
tion  so  to  act,  with  the  approval  of  her  Majesty’s 
government.’  v 

In  1883,  the  government  of  New  South  Wales  removed  from  the 
commission  of  the  peace  three  magistrates  who  had  signed  an 
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address  to  an  Irish  member  of  parliament,  visiting  the  colony,  which 
contained  expressions  of  a  seditious  and  disloyal  character.  This 
proceeding  was  cordially  approved  by  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies."" 
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Commenting  upon  tlie  constitutional  question 
mooted  in  the  despatch  above  cited, — as  to  the  amount 
of  influence  to  be  exercised  by  the  governor  of  a  colony 
wherein  local  self-government  has  been  established, — 
the  secretary  of  state,  in  a  despatch  dated  November 
26,  1860,  observes  that  the  position  defined  by  Sir 
G.  F.  Bowen  c  is  one  which  may  be  occupied  by  a 
governor,  with  great  propriety,  and  with  the  utmost 
advantage  to  the  colony  over  wThich  he  presides ;  its 
rights  and  duties  being  at  once  sustained  and  limited 
by  the  necessity  of  finding  support  in  an  enlightened 
public  opinion,  and  the  services  of  ministers  capable  of 
carrying  on  the  government  of  the  colony  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  legislature.’31 

In  1872,  the  governor  of  Queensland,  by  additional 
letters  patent,  under  the  great  seal,  was  appointed 
governor  of  all  islands  within  sixty  miles  of  the  coast, 
and  was  empowered  to  annex  these  islands  to  the  colony 
of  Queensland  (notwithstanding  that  they  had  previously 
been  included  within  the  commission  of  the  governor  of 
New  South  Wales),  provided  that  the  legislative  council 
and  assembly  thereof  should  desire  such  annexation/ 
On  August  16,  1872,  the  legislative  council  requested 
the  governor  to  exercise  the  powers  above-mentioned, 
under  the  letters  patent.  On  October  10,  1878,  addi¬ 
tional  letters  patent  were  issued  for  a  similar  purpose.2 

By  royal  charter  Natal  was  erected  into  a  separate 
colony  in  the  year  1856,  presided  over  by  a  governor, 


w  Com.  Pap.  1883,  v.  47,  p. 
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assisted  by  an  official  executive  council,  and  a  partly  Govem- 
nominated  and  partly  elective  legislative  council  Bv  ment,of 

x  ^  J  Latal. 

a  supplementary  charter  issued  m  1869,  two  of  the 
elective  members  of  the  legislative  council  were  ap¬ 
pointed  to  the  executive  council. 

From  time  to  time  measures  were  introduced  in 
the  legislative  council  to  prevail  upon  the  imperial 
government  to  grant  a  responsible  system  to  the  colony, 
though  a  difference  of  opinion  existed  amongst  the 
colonists  as  to  the  wisdom  of  the  proposed  change, 
e.g. : — In  1870  a  Bill  was  introduced  revoking  the 
charter  and  providing  for  an  elective  chamber.  In 
1874  a  Bill  was  passed  by  a  majority  of  the  elective 
members  of  the  legislature  (the  official  members  not 
voting),  providing  for  the  establishment  of  responsible 
government,  and  the  erection  of  two  houses.  In  1875 
a  law  was  passed  adding  to  the  chamber  eight  non¬ 
official  nominee  members,  and  requiring  that  laws  im¬ 
posing  taxes  should  be  carried  by  not  less  than  a  two- 
thirds  vote.  The  operation  of  this  Act  being  limited 
to  five  years,  on  its  expiration  in  September  1880,  the 
constitution  reverted  to  what  had  previously  been  in 
vogue. 

On  the  revival  of  the  question  in  1881  Lord 
Kimberley,  in  February  of  the  following  year,  autho¬ 
rised  an  appeal  to  be  made  to  the  country  on  the  issue. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  new  legislature,  in  June  1882,  it 
was  submitted  to  the  deliberate  judgment  of  that  body 
by  Governor  Bulwer.  The  legislative  council,  how¬ 
ever,  passed  resolutions  declining  to  accept  the  burden 
of  responsibility  offered  in  Lord  Kimberley’s  despatch, 
but  suggested  improvements  in  the  mode  of  administer¬ 
ing  the  government  of  the  colony.  A  Bill  wTas  accord¬ 
ingly  passed  for  the  reform  of  the  legislative  council, 
which  was  sanctioned  by  the  imperial  government  in 
1883.  Under  it  the  legislative  council  consists  of 
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thirty  members  (increased  to  thirty-one  in  1889)  of 
whom  seven  are  nominees  of  the  Crown.3, 

In  October  1888  a  select  committee  of  the  leads- 

G 

lative  council  reported  ‘  on  the  political  constitution  of 
Natal,’  setting  forth  the  desirability  of  a  change  in  the 
system  of  government,  and  concluded  their  report  by 
formulating  a  series  of  questions  to  be  submitted  to 
her  Majesty’s  government  for  information  regarding 
the  occupation  of  the  colony  by  imperial  troops  for 
purposes  of  defence  ;  the  control  of  native  affairs  ;  the 
annexation  of  Zululand,  &c.,  in  the  event  of  the  colony 
acquiring  responsible  government,  or  otherwise.  This 
report  passed  the  council  by  a  majority  of  three,  but  a 
resolution  was  carried  requesting  that  the  governor,  in 
forwarding  the  report  to  the  colonial  secretary,  state 
4  that  the  council  had  not  expressed  any  opinion  of 
approval  or  otherwise  on  the  matters  dealt  with  in  the 
report.’ b 

In  reply  the  colonial  secretary  pointed  out  the  diffi¬ 
culty  in  answering  the  questions  submitted  in  the 
absence  of  any  expression  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the 
legislative  council,  also  that  the  large  and  dispropor¬ 
tionate  increase  of  native  population,  as  compared  with 
that  of  the  white,  led  persons  outside  of  the  colony  to 
the  opinion  that  her  Majesty’s  government  would  not 
be  justified  in  proposing  the  introduction  of  responsible 
government,  ‘  especially  in  the  absence  of  any  decided 
preponderance  of  public  opinion  of  the  colony  in  favour 
of  the  step.’ c 

Further  correspondence  between  the  governments 
resulted  in  the  question  being  submitted  to  the  people, 
at  a  general  election  held  in  the  colony  in  October  1890, 
for  a  decided  declaration  in  favour  or  otherwise  of  the 

a  C.  0.  List,  1892,  p.  160.  Pap.  1891,  c.  6487,  p.  1. 

b  Proposals  to  establish  respon-  c  lb.  p.  22. 
sible  government  in  Natal.  Com. 
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proposed  change.  Of  the  twenty-four  members  returned, 
fourteen  were  pledged  to  vote  for,  and  ten  against,  esta¬ 
blishment  of  responsible  government.  On  October  3, 
1890,  a  select  committee  of  the  legislative  council 
was  appointed  to  draft  an  amended  constitution.  The 
Bill  as  brought  up  by  the  committee  provided  for  two 
chambers,  but  was  subsequently  amended  and  a  single 
chamber  substituted.  Strong  protests  to  the  new  con¬ 
stitution  from  colonists  were  forwarded  to  the  governor 
for  transmission  to  the  colonial  secretary/1  In  reply 
the  colonial  secretary  in  a  despatch  dated  May  28,  1891, 
stated  that,  4  subject  to  certain  safeguards  and  condi¬ 
tions  already  known  in  outline  to  the  colonists  of  Natal, 
the  time  has  come  when  the  system  known  as  re¬ 
sponsible  government  may  be  established  in  the  colony  ; 
but  the  Bill  as  passed  will  require  modification  in  some 
respects  before  I  can  advise  the  Queen  to  assent  to  it.’ e 
In  conclusion  the  colonial  secretary  added :  ‘  If  the 
legislative  council  should  feel  any  doubts  as  to  re¬ 
enacting  the  Bill,  so  as  to  provide  for  the  points  to 
which  I  have  referred,  and  should  desire  further  ex¬ 
planations,  it  may  be  convenient  that  representatives 
of  the  council  should  visit  this  country  and  confer  with 
her  Majesty’s  government.’  From  this  it  may  be  ex¬ 
pected  that  responsible  government  in  Natal  will  be  an 
accomplished  fact  in  the  near  future. 

By  letters  patent  dated  May  23,  1850,  represen¬ 
tative  institutions  were  authorised  to  be  established  in 
the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  ;  and  three  years  later  the  new 
constitution  was  introduced.  It  consists  of  a  governor, 
holding  his  commission  from  the  Crown  ;  a  legislative 
council  and  a  house  of  assembly,  both  elected  by  the 
people. 

Formerly  the  legislative  council  was  composed  of 
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eleven  members  for  the  western  and  ten  members  for 
the  eastern  province,  chosen  by  the  whole  body  of 
electors.  But  in  1874  the  country  was  divided  into 
seven  electoral  provinces,  each  of  which  returns  three 
members  to  the  upper  chamber.  And  another  member 
added  to  represent  the  annexed  province  of  Griqualand 
by  Act  Ao.  39  of  1877. f  This  change  went  into  opera¬ 
tion  at  the  dissolution  of  parliament,  on  September  12, 
18/8.  The  council  is  elected  for  seven  years. 

The  house  of  assembly  consists  of  seventy-four 
members,  elected  for  five  years.  The  governor  may 
dissolve  both  houses,  ‘  but  the  “  council  ”  may  not  be 
dissolved  unless  the  “assembly”  be  simultaneously 
dissolved.’ g 

The  introduction  of  ‘  responsible  government  ’  into 
this  colony  was  first  suggested  by  the  imperial  govern¬ 
ment  in  1869,  but  the  proposal  was  objected  to  by  the 
governor  (Sir  P.  E.  Woclehouse),  and  was  regarded  with 
disfavour  at  the  Cape.  But  no  other  plan  appearing 
to  promise  a  successful  administration  of  government, 
her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  again 
urged  upon  the  colony  the  adoption  of  parliamentary 
institutions.  Accordingly,  in  1871,  a  Bill  to  amend  the 
constitution  by  incorporating  therein  the  system  of 
ministerial  responsibility  was  submitted  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  local  parliament  by  the  governor.  It 
passed  the  house  of  assembly,  but  was  rejected  by  the 
upper  house.  The  Bill  was  again  introduced  in  the 
following  year,  when  it  was  agreed  to  by  both  cliam- 
beis.  It  was  necessarily  reserved  for  the  signification 
of  the  Queen’s  pleasure  ;  but  the  royal  assent  was 
announced  by  proclamation  on  August  28,  1872. h 


f  C.  0.  List,  1891,  p.  95. 
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The  reasons  which  actuated  the  home  government,  in  pressing 
upon  the  Cape  colony  the  adoption  of  the  system  of  responsible 
government,  are  ably  stated  by  Lord  Blachford,  who  (as  Sir  Frederic 
Rogers)  was  permanent  under-secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies 
when  this  question  was  first  mooted.1  But  an  article  by  Earl  Grey, 
in  the  ‘Nineteenth  Century’ (vol.  8,  p.  933),  advocated  the  withdrawal 
of  ‘responsible  government’ from  South  Africa  as  essential  to  prevent 
the  continuance  of  unjust  and  costly  wars  with  the  adjoining  native 
tribes.  On  November  IS,  1880,  however,  Earl  Kimberley,  in  reply 
to  a  deputation  from  the  Aborigines  Protection  Society,  vindicated 
the  conduct  and  policy  of  the  government  in  relation  to  South 
Africa.k 

Consequent  upon  this  change  in  the  constitution,  a 
new  commission  was  sent  to  the  governor  of  Cape 
Colony  with  fresh  instructions,  similar  to  those  furnished 
to  other  colonies  possessing  local  self-government. 

By  these  instructions  the  governor  was  enjoined,  in 
the  execution  of  the  powers  intrusted  to  him  by  his 
commission,  in  all  cases  to  consult  with  his  executive 
council,  ‘  excepting  only  in  cases  which  may  be  of  such 
a  nature  that,  in  your  judgment,  our  service  would 
sustain  material  prejudice  by  consulting  our  council 
thereupon,  or  when  the  matters  to  be  decided  shall  be 
too  unimportant  to  require  their  advice,  or  too  urgent 
to  admit  of  their  advice  being  given  by  the  time  within 
which  it  may  be  necessary  for  you  to  act  in  respect  of 
any  such  matters :  Provided  that,  in  all  such  urgent 
cases,  you  do  subsequently,  and  at  the  earliest  practic¬ 
able  period,  communicate  to  the  said  council  the  measures 
which  you  may  so  have  adopted,  with  the  reasons 
thereof.  And  we  do  authorise  you,  in  your  discretion, 
and  if  it  shall  in  any  case  appear  right,  to  act  in  the 
exercise  of  the  power  committed  to  you  by  our  said 
commission  in  opposition  to  the  advice  which  may  in 
any  such  case  be  given  to  you  by  the  members  of  our 


'  See  Nineteenth  Cent.  v.  6,  p.  271. 
k  See  The  Colonies,  1880,  Dec.  4,  p.  828. 
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said  executive  council :  Provided,  nevertheless,  that  in 
any  such  case  you  do  fully  report  to  us,  by  the  first 
convenient  opportunity,  any  such  proceeding,  with  the 
grounds  and  reasons  thereof.’ 1 

These  provisions  in  the  revised  instructions  to  the 
governor  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  issued  after  the 
concession  of  parliamentary  institutions  to  that  colony, 
exhibit  the  reserved  power  expressly  retained  by  the 
British  government  in  order  to  prevent  the  grant  of 
local  self-government  from  tending,  under  any  circum¬ 
stances,  to  the  degradation  of  the  rights  inherent  in  the 
Crown  in  the  English  political  system  ;  and  as  a  consti¬ 
tutional  barrier  against  the  possible  encroachment  upon 
those  rights  by  the  usurpation  of  power  on  the  part  of 
a  local  administration. 

Similar  provisions  to  guard  against  the  evils  of 
democratic  ascendency,  under  the  pretext  of  ‘responsible 
government,’  will  be  found  in  the  commission  and  in¬ 
structions  issued  to  Sir  Janies  Fergusson,  upon  his 
appointment,  in  1873,  as  governor  of  Hew  Zealand;™ 
in  the  instructions  issued  in  April,  1877,  to  the  governor 
of  South  Australia,  accompanying  the  permanent  letters 
patent  constituting  the  office  of  governor  in  that  colony  ;n 
and  likewise  in  the  instructions  issued  to  Sir  Bartle 
Frere,  upon  his  appointment  in  February,  1877,  to 
succeed  Sir  ITenry  Barkley  as  governor  of  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  in  connection  with  the  new  letters  patent 
for  the  permanent  establishment  of  that  office.0 

As  the  result  proved,  this  constitutional  restriction 
upon  the  undue  assumption  of  power  by  a  colonial 
ministry  under  responsible  government  was — so  far  at 
least  as  respects  the  Cape  colony — a  most  necessary 


1  Com.  Pap.  1873,  v.  49,  p.  338.  1877,  No.  109. 

m  New  Zealand  Assem.  Pap.  0  Cape  of  Good  Hope  Assem 
1873,  A.  6.  Pap.  1878,  A.  8. 

n  South  Australia  Pari.  Proc. 
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act.  It  enabled  the  governor  to  uphold  and  maintain 
the  rights  of  the  Crown  upon  a  grave  political  emer¬ 
gency,  when  those  rights  were  assailed  by  the  first 
ministry  which  was  formed  under  the  new  constitution. 
In  February,  1878,  the  governor  of  the  Cape  was  com¬ 
pelled  in  vindication  of  his  office  to  assert  the  lawful 
supremacy  of  the  Crown  by  the  dismissal  of  his  minis¬ 
ters,  at  a  time  when  they  were  in  full  possession  of  the 
confidence  of  the  local  parliament,  and  able  to  com¬ 
mand  a  majority  in  the  house  of  assembly.  Further 
particulars  of  this  case  will  be  found  in  another  part  of 
this  volume.  It  may  suffice  to  add,  in  this  place,  that 
Sir  Bartle  Frere’s  conduct  upon  this  trying  occasion  was 
warmly  approved  by  her  Majesty’s  government,  and 
that  the  new  administration  which  he  formed,  after 
dismissing  the  Molteno  ministry,  was  sustained  (without 
a  previous  dissolution  of  parliament)  by  a  decisive  vote 
in  the  local  assembly.15 

In  addition  to  his  ordinary  commission  as  governor 
of  the  colony,  a  further  commission  was  granted  to  the 
governor  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  appointing  him  to 
be  her  Majesty’s  high  commissioner  for  the  territories  of 
South  Africa  adjacent  to  the  said  colony.  This  com¬ 
mission  is  issued  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  governor 
to  act  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  the  Queen,  and  to 
represent  her  Crown  and  authority  in  respect  of  the 
native  tribes  in  South  Africa;  and,  further,  to  empower 
him  to  hold  communication  with  the  authorities  of  the 
two  republics  established  in  South  Africa,  and  with  the 
representative  of  any  foreign  power.  In  the  exercise  of 
this  trust,  the  high  commissioner  is  required  to  invite 
and  obtain  the  co-operation  of  the  foreign  powers  afore¬ 
said,  towards  the  preservation  of  peace  and  safety  in 

p  Despatches  of  colonial  secre-  July  25,  1878 ;  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v. 
tary  (Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach)  to  Go-  56,  p.  134  ;  lb.  p.  629.  And  see  the 
vernor  Frere,  dated  March  21  and  Nineteenth  Cent.  v.  4,  p.  1069. 
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South  Africa,  and  the  general  welfare  and  advancement 
of  its  territories  and  peoples.11 

By  the  terms  of  this  commission  the  governor  is 
required,  in  his  capacity  of  Queen’s  high  commissioner, 
to  do  whatever  may  he  lawfully  and  discreetly  done 
to  prevent  the  recurrence  of  any  irruption  into  the 
British  possessions  of  the  tribes  inhabiting  the  terri¬ 
tories  aforesaid ;  and  all  persons  in  the  said  British 
possessions  are  commanded  to  aid  and  assist  him  to 
this  end.  In  the  performance  of  this  duty  the  go¬ 
vernor’s  functions  are  clearly  defined  in  his  separate 
commission;  and  they  are  not  subject  to  the  limitations 
imposed  upon  his  authority  in  civil  matters,  lying 
entirely  within  the  Cape  colony,  by  responsible  govern¬ 
ment  as  established  at  the  Cape.  On  the  occurrence 
of  any  difference  of  opinion  between  the  governor  and 
his  ministers  for  the  time  being,  as  to  the  conduct  of 
a  war  with  the  native  tribes  in  South  Africa,  it  is  clear 
that  the  local  administration,  whilst  affording  to  the 
governor  the  benefit  of  their  advice  and  co-operation, 
should  not  hesitate  to  subordinate  their  opinions  to 
his  ;  it  being  obvious  that  the  successful  and  speedy 
repression  of  any  such  outbreak  ‘  concerns,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  the  interests  of  large  numbers 
of  her  Majesty’s  subjects  in  South  Africa,  living  alto¬ 
gether  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  any  single  colonial 
administration.’ r 

It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  ministry  of  this  colony  to  advise  the 
high  commissioner.  Their  duty  as  ministers  is  to  advise  the  governor 
of  the  colony.  And  the  high  commissioner  has  powers  which  he 
exercises  as  high  commissioner,  with  which  powers  the  government 
of  this  colony  have  no  constitutional  right  to  interfere.5 


q  See  the  commission  in  Cape  Hicks-Beach)  to  Governor  Frere, 
Assembly  Votes,  1878,  Annexures,  March  21,  1878;  Com.  Pap.  1878* 
A.  8,  No.  4;  Com.  Pap.  1881,  v.  66,  v.  56,  p.  135. 

p.  137.  s  Speech  of  the  Treasurer-Gene- 

r  Colonial  Secretary  (Sir  M.  ral  in  Cape  Leg.  Coun.  June  26, 
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The  first  ministry  under  ‘  responsible  government’  Benefits  of 
in  the  Cape  colony  took  office  in  December,  1872.  biePgo-S1" 
This  change  in  the  colonial  administration  had  the  im-  ver,,iment 

£  .  .at  the 

mediate  effect  of  substituting  6  a  single  strong  governing  Cape, 
power  .  .  .  for  the  dual  forces  of  the  executive  and 
legislature,  which  were  before,  as  often  as  not,  exerted 
in  opposite  directions.’  *  And  at  the  close  of  the  session 
of  1873  the  governor  was  able  to  declare  that  ‘in  no 
previous  session  does  it  appear  that  such  harmonious 
action  has  prevailed  between  the  executive  and  both 
branches  of  the  legislature,  nor  has  the  business  of 
legislation  ever  been  carried  on  so  satisfactorily  and  at 
the  same  time  so  expeditiously.’ 11 

This  administration  continued  in  office  until  Feb¬ 
ruary,  1878,  when,  as  has  been  already  intimated,  its 
career  of  usefulness  was  brought  to  an  abrupt  close, 
under  circumstances  which  will  receive  due  considera¬ 
tion  in  a  subsequent  chapter. 

After  his  retirement  from  office  in  August,  1880,  Sir 
Dartle  Frere  bore  testimony  to  the  successful  working 
of  parliamentary  institutions  in  the  Cape  colony,  and 
to  the  eminent  qualifications  of  the  members  in  both 
houses  for  local  self-government/ 

In  his  address  on  British  South  Africa,  read  before  the  Royal 
Colonial  Institute  on  February  22,  1881,  Sir  Bartle  Frere  noted,  as 
an  element  of  weakness  in  the  British  colonial  system,  the  belief 
that  responsible  government  could  not  be  perfectly  carried  out 
except  by  the  operation  of  contending  parties  in  the  legislature,  and 
he  argued  that  party  government  was  not  essential  to  the  success  of 
representative  institutions,  or  necessary  to  insure  effective  parlia¬ 
mentary  control. 


1888  ;  Com.  Pap.  1888,  v.  74,  p.  589. 
Correspondence  on  the  subject  of 
the  expediency  of  separating  the 
joint  offices  of  governor  of  the  Cape 
and  high  commissioner  in  South 
Africa,  a  question  that  was  not 
prompted  or  approved  by  the  Cape 


government. 

1  Com.  Pap.  1874,  v.  44,  p.  145. 
u  Votes  and  Proc.  Cape  Assem. 
1873,  p.  406. 

T  His  article  on  Colonial  Policy 
in  National  Rev.  v.  2,  p.  1.. 
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The  Fiji  group  of  islands  became  a  Crown  colony 
in  1874,  and  by  the  Act  of  Cession  all  lands  passed  to 
the  Crown.  Europeans  and  Americans  had  acquired 
considerable  tracts  of  land  from  the  native  chiefs  prior 
to  annexation,  and  their  claims  were  submitted  to  a 
Land  Commission  appointed  to  investigate  their  rights. 
Out  of  the  number  of  cases  submitted  517  were  granted, 
390  partly  granted,  49  withdrawn,  and  361  were  dis¬ 
allowed.  Amongst  the  latter  were  some  German 
claimants  to  the  amount  of  140,000b  After  consider¬ 
able  correspondence  between  the  British  and  German 
governments,  the  matter  was  settled  by  a  joint  com¬ 
mission  of  both  countries  awarding  the  Germans  10,620hw 
The  colony  is  presided  over  by  a  governor,  assisted  by 
an  executive  and  legislative  council.  The  latter  con¬ 
sists  of  the  chief  justice,  five  heads  of  departments,  six 
unofficial  members  appointed  by  the  Crown  for  life, 
with  the  governor  as  president.* 

Closely  allied  to  this  colony  is  that  of  the  Western 
Pacific  Protectorate,  formed  by  Order  in  Council  in  1877, 
comprising  the  islands  in  the  neighbourhood,  but  not 
within  the  limits  of  the  Fiji  group,  Queensland,  or  New 
South  Wales,  nor  under  the  protection  of  any  foreign 
power.  They  are  chiefly  the  Southern  Soloman  Islands, 
the  New  Hebrides,  the  Tongan  or  Friendly  Islands,  the 
Samoan  or  Navigator’s  Islands,  and  groups  of  Melanesia. 
The  high  commissioner  of  this  protectorate  is  the 
governor  of  Fiji,  and  he  presides  over  a  court  of  deputy 
commissioners — of  his  own  appointment — and  judicial 
commissioners,  the  latter  being  the  chief  justices  and 
judges  of  Fiji.  This  court  has  civil  and  criminal  juris¬ 
diction  over  the  islands  similar  to  that  of  the  superior 
courts  of  England.7 

w  Australian  Handbook  by  Gor-  x  Colonial  Year  Book,  1891,  p 
don  &  Gotcli,  p.  497,  8vo.  London,  277. 

1890.  j  74i. 
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After  nearly  five  years’  existence  as  a  Crown  colony, 
Cyprus  was  endowed  in  1882  with  representative  insti¬ 
tutions.  The  legislative  council  consists  of  twelve 
elected  and  six  official  members.2 

Malta  received  an  enlargement  of  its  constitution 
in  1887  ;  the  legislative  council  consists  of  six  official 
and  fourteen  elected  members,  the  executive  council 
of  seven  official  and  three  other  members.3. 

In  closing  our  brief  summary  of  the  circumstances 
attending  the  introduction  of  parliamentary  govern¬ 
ment  into  the  principal  colonies  of  Great  Britain,  it 
merely  remains  to  add  that,  in  some  of  the  smaller  and 
less  progressive  colonies,  the  attempt  to  establish  local 
self-government  has  proved  to  be  a  failure.  After  a 
fruitless  endeavour  to  work  the  system  successfully,  it 
was  abandoned,  and  a  simpler  and  more  effective  method 
of  administration  resorted  to.  This  was  notably  the 
case  in  regard  to  Jamaica,  which  for  nearly  two  centu¬ 
ries  had  possessed  a  representative  constitution,  and 
had  been  latterly  intrusted  with  a  responsible  govern¬ 
ment. b  In  1866,  the  local  legislature,  at  the  instance 
of  Governor  Eyre,  unanimously  agreed  to  abrogate  all 
the  existing  machinery  of  legislation,  and  to  accept  in 
lieu  thereof  any  form  of  government  that  might  be 
approved  by  the  Crown.  Accordingly  by  an  Imperial 
Act,  passed  in  the  same  year,  a  new  constitution  was 
conferred  upon  the  island,  and  subsequently  declared, 
by  Order  in  Council  of  May  19,  1884,  to  consist  of  a 
legislative  council  composed  of  four  ex-ojjicio  members, 
five  members  appointed  by  the  Crown,  and  nine  elective 
members.  Besides  this  chamber  there  is  a  privy  council 
of  eight  members,  appointed  by  the  Crown,  together 
with  the  colonial  secretary  and  the  attorney-general. c 

7  Com.  Pap.  1882,  c.  3211;  lb.  b  See  Lords’  Pap.  1864,  v.  13,  p. 
1883,  c.  3661,  3772,  and  3791.  205. 

a  Col.  Year  Book,  1891,  p.  379.  c  Col.  Year  Book,  1891,  p.  351. 
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The  example  of  Jamaica,  in  surrendering  her  free 
institutions  and  becoming  a  Crown  colony,  was  after¬ 
wards  followed  by  other  colonies  in  the  West  Indies. 
British  Honduras  also  in  1869  surrendered  its  repre¬ 
sentative  government  and  became  a  Crown  colony.d 

The  Leeward  Islands,  by  Imperial  Act  34  &  35  Yic. 
c.  107,  and  reconstituted  by  Federal  Act  15  of  1882, 
are  composed  of  Antigua,  Montserrat,  Dominica,  Virgin 
Islands,  St.  Kitts,  Nevis,  and  Anguilla.  They  are 
governed  by  a  legislative  council  of  ten  elective  and 
ten  nominated  members.  The  larger  islands  have  local 
legislatures,  which  have  concurrent  legislative  powers 
with  the  federal.®  Subsequently,  however,  two  or  three 
islands  of  this  group  were  converted  into  Crown  colonies, 
which  has  materially  diminished  the  usefulness  and  im¬ 
portance  of  the  federal  council  of  the  Leeward  Islands! 
In  1876  the  separate  governments  of  the  islands  of 
St.  Vincent,  Tobago,  and  Grenada  (which,  together 
with  Barbados  and  St.  Lucia,  formerly  constituted  the 
Windward  Islands),  passed  Acts  to  repeal  their  existing 
constitutions,  and  to  vest  the  government  in  the  Queen, 
leaving  it  to  her  Majesty  to  erect  such  a  form  of 
government  therein  as  should  be  deemed  most  suitable 
for  their  future  welfare. 

The  Windward  Islands,  as  now  constituted  by  letters 
patent,  March  17,  1885,  are  composed  of  Grenada, 
St.  Lucia  and  St.  Vincent,  Bequia,  and  the  Grenadines. 
Barbados  is  a  separate  colony,  and  Tobago  is  attached 
to  Trinidad. g  There  is  no  federal  legislature.  Grenada 
is  governed  by  a  legislative  council  of  six  official  and 
seven  unofficial  members.  St.  Lucia  has  a  legislative 
council  of  six  official  and  six  unofficial  members,  and 

)  Com.  Pap.  1881,  v.  65,  p.  1.  p.  31,  which  also  contains  an  inte- 

C.  O.  List,  1801,  p.  153.  resting  discussion  on  working  of 

f  See  paper  by  Mr.  T;  B.  Berke-  federal  system  in  these  islands  and 
ley,  on  Leeward  Islands,  in  Proceed-  other  colonies, 
ings  of  Boyal  Col.  Inst,  for  1880-81,  e  Col.  Year  Book,  1891,  p.  745. 
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an  executive  of  four.  St.  Vincent  lias  an  executive 
council  of  four  and  a  legislative  council  of  eight 
members.11 

By  a  local  Act  passed  in  1881,  an  important  measure  Barbados, 
of  financial  control  was  introduced  into  the  civil  polity 
of  Barbados.  It  provides  for  the  establishment  of  an 
‘  executive  committee  ’  to  supersede  the  administrative 
boards,  composed  of  members  of  the  legislature,  which 
were  practically  irresponsible,  although  they  controlled 
the  most  of  the  public  expenditure.  The  executive 
committee  consists  of  the  members  of  the  executive 
council,  one  member  of  the  legislative  council,  and  four 
members  of  the  assembly,  selected  by  the  governor, 
who  presides  as  chairman.  No  money  vote  may  be 
proposed  to  the  legislature  unless  approved  by  the 
governor  in  executive  committee.  This  committee 
prepares  the  annual  estimates  and  controls  the  expen¬ 
diture.1 

Nevertheless,  ‘  representative  institutions  without  Evils  of 
responsible  government  are  only  adapted  to  an  early  sponsible 
stage  of  political  society.  The  instinctive  tendency  of  ministry- 
representatives  is  to  grasp  executive  power  in  the 
name  of  the  people.  When  this  is  wielded  by  ministries 
whom  they  can  make  or  unmake,  the  passion  is  in  some 
degree  satisfied,  and  a  state  of  equilibrium  secured. 

When,  on  the  contrary,  the  minister  cannot  be  removed 
by  any  discontent  of  the  assembly,  we  invariably  find 
the  latter  restricting  his  sphere  of  action,  descending 
to  details  in  legislation  which  more  properly  belong  to 
the  discretion  of  the  executive,  and  a  state  of  chronic 
jealousy  and  antagonism  between  the  assembly  and  the 
council  produced,  growing  out  of  real  or  fancied  en¬ 
croachments,  sometimes  from  the  one  side,  sometimes 

h  Sergeant’s  Government  Hand-  vernor  Robinson’s  Report  in  Reports 
book,  1890,  p.  145.  on  the  Colonies  for  1881,  dated  June 

1  C.  0.  List,  1882,  p.  195 ;  Go-  28,  1882. 
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from  the  other.’ j  This  has  been  exemplified  in  nume¬ 
rous  instances  in  the  colonial  history  of  the  British 
empire.  From  the  experience  thus  acquired  we  may 
learn  to  appreciate  4  the  value  of  that  just  balance  of 
constitutional  forces  which  it  is  the  glory  of  the  English 
race  to  have  more  nearly  realised  than  any  other  that 
lives  upon  the  earth,  but  which  can  never  be  perfect 
until  human  nature  is  perfect.’  k 


1  Constitutional  History  of  the  L.  (P.)  1881,  p.  16, 
Bermudas,  a  paper  by  Lt.-Gen.  Sir  k  Zb,  p.  18, 

J .  H.  Lefroy,  governor  of  Bermuda. 
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CHAPTER  IY. 

PRACTICAL  OPERATION  OF  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT 
IN  TEE  BRITISH  COLONIES. 

IMPERIAL  DOMINION  EXERCISABLE  OVER  SELF-GOVERNING 

COLONIES. 

In  the  appointment  and  control  of  governors. 

The  authority  of  the  Crown  over  the  colonies  of  Great 
Britain  is  directly  administered  through  the  secretary 
of  state  for  the  colonies.  This  officer  is  primarily  and 
personally  responsible,  both  to  the  sovereign  and  to 
the  Imperial  Parliament,  for  all  official  acts  of  any 
colonial  governor,3,  notwithstanding  the  operation  of 
the  rule  of  collective  responsibility,  which  renders  the 
whole  administration  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  several 
members  of  which  the  governing  body  is  composed. 
For  the  ancient  maxim  still  holds  good,  that  ‘  the  con¬ 
stitution  of  this  country  always  selects  for  responsi¬ 
bility  the  individual  minister  who  does  any  particular 
act.’b 

The  supremacy  of  the  Crown  over  colonies  which 
possess  representative  institutions,  and  have  been  further 
intrusted  with  the  privileges  of  local  self-government, 
by  the  incorporation  into  their  political  system  of  the 
principle  of  £  responsible  government,’  is  ordinarily 
exercised  only  in  the  appointment  and  control  of  the 
governor  as  an  Imperial  officer;  and  in  the  allowance  or 

a  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  pp.  520,  522,  new  ed.  pp.  638,  641. 
b  lb.  p.  376,  new  ed.  p.  471. 
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disallowance  in  certain  cases  of  tlie  enactments  of  the 
local  legislature. 

The  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  has  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  recommending,  for  the  sanction  of  the  sovereign, 
suitable  persons  to  fill  the  office  of  governor:  subject, 
however,  to  the  approval  of  the  prime  minister,  whose 
opinion,  especially  in  the  case  of  the  more  important 
governorships,  would  have  much  weight. 

In  1878  the  government  of  Queensland  raised  an  objection  to 
the  appointment  of  Sir  Henry  Blake  to  the  governorship  of  the 
colony,  and  claimed  the  right  of  being  allowed  an  opportunity  of 
expressing  an  opinion,  before  any  governor  was  appointed,  that  the 
same  might  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  colonists  generally.0 

New  South  Wales  and  South  Australia  joined  issue  with  their 
sister  colony  in  this  contention  ;  while  Victoria  formally  dissented 
from  the  principle  of  having  anything  to  say  in  the  selection  of  a 
governor. 

New  Zealand  and  Tasmania  made  no  representation  in  the 
matter.  Canada  submitted,  though  not  officially,  ‘  that  the  Dominion 
government  are  decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  appointment  of  a 
governor-general  should  be  made  without  any  reference  to  the 
responsible  ministers.’ d 

As  a  result  of  the  action  taken  by  the  Queensland  government, 
Sir  Henry  Blake  resigned  the  governorship  of  that  colony,  and  was 
appointed  governor  of  Jamaica. 

The  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  in  reply  to  the  represen¬ 
tations  from  Queensland,  New  South  Wales,  and  South  Australia, 
claiming  the  right  of  being  informed  as  to  the  selection  of  the  person 
chosen  by  the  Imperial  government  to  fill  the  office  of  governor, 
stated  in  a  despatch  dated  July  8,  1889,  that  ‘it  appears,  indeed, 
to  be  necessary  on  every  ground  that  her  Majesty’s  government 
should  conduct,  without  assistance  from  the  colony,  the  confidential 
negotiations  preliminary  to  the  selection  of  a  governor,  while  they 
could  not  invite  a  person  so  selected  by  them  to  allow  his  name  to 
be  submitted  for  the  approval  of  gentlemen  at  a  distance,  to  whom 
(though  well  and  favourably  known  here)  he  may  be  altogether 
unknown.  I  can,  therefore,  only  repeat  that  the  true  interests  of 
the  colonies,  and  the  preservation  of  friendly  and  constitutional 


c  Corresp.  respecting  appoint-  1889,  v.  55,  p.  10. 
ment  of  governor  in  colonies  under  d  lb.  p.  26. 
responsible  government.  Com.  Pap. 
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relations  between  the  colonies  and  this  country  will,  in  the  opinion 
of  her  Majesty’s  government,  be  best  secured  by  adhering  to  the 
principles  upon  which  the  appointment  of  governor  lias  hitherto 
been  made.’e 

While  the  Irish  party  in  Queensland  were  at  the  bottom  of  the 
movement  objecting  to  the  nomination  of  Sir  Henry  Blake,  the 
protestant  element  in  the  colony  of  Newfoundland,  in  1887,  from 
similar  motives,  had  objected  to  the  appointment  of  Sir  Ambrose 
Shea  to  the  governorship  of  that  colony.  To  overcome  this  difficulty, 
Sir  Ambrose  was  posted  to  the  Bahamas  to  relieve  Sir  H.  Blake,  who 
was  sent  to  Newfoundland  in  his  stead.f 

It  is  said  that  South  Australia,  at  this  time,  declined  to  receive 
Lord  Normanby,  the  matter  being  quietly  settled  before  going  too 
far.s  Also  that  Natal,  in  1882,  had  objected  on  other  grounds  to 
the  appointment  of  Mr.,  afterwards  Sir  W.,  Sendall,  which  resulted 
in  Sir  Henry  Bulwer  filling  the  office.'1 

Colonial  governors  are  appointed  by  letters  patent 
under  the  great  seal.  As  the  preparation  and  issue 
of  these  formal  and  authoritative  instruments  usually 
takes  considerable  time,  it  became  the  practice,  prior 
to  the  year  1875,  to  issue  a  minor  commission,  under 
the  royal  sign-manual  and  signet,  to  a  newly  appointed 
governor,  empowering  him,  meanwhile,  to  act  under 
the  commission  and  instructions  given  to  his  prede¬ 
cessor  in  office.  But  doubts  having  been  raised  in 
certain  cases,  whether  these  minor  commissions  effec¬ 
tually  authorised  the  holder  to  perform  all  the  duties 
and  functions  appertaining  to  his  office,  it  was  in  1875 
deemed  expedient  by  her  Majesty’s  government,  under 
the  advice  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  to  issue, 
on  behalf  of  each  colony  of  the  empire,  letters  patent 
constituting  permanently  the  office  of  governor  there¬ 
in  ;  and  providing  that  all  future  incumbents  of  this 
office  should  be  appointed  by  special  commission  under 
the  royal  sign-manual  and  signet  to  fulfil  the  duties 

e  Corresp.  respecting  appoint-  f  Dilke,  Problems  of  Greater 
ment  of  governor  in  colonies  under  Britain,  v.  1,  p.  388. 
responsible  government.  Com.  Pap.  8  lb.  p.366. 

1889,  v.  55,  p.  26.  h  lb. 
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of  the  same,  under  the  general  authority  and  directions 
of  the  letters  patent  aforesaid,  and  of  the  permanent 
instructions  to  be  issued  in  connection  therewith. 

But,  before  introducing  this  change,  a  circular  des¬ 
patch,  dated  Oct.  20, 1875,  was  addressed  to  all  colonial 
governors,  inclosing  a  copy  of  the  proposed  new  forms, 
and  inviting  suggestions  to  be  submitted  by  the 
governor,  after  consultation  with  his  responsible  minis¬ 
ters,  for  such  alterations  as  might  appear  to  them  to 
be  specially  advisable  in  the  case  of  the  particular 
colony. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  this  despatch  by  the  Earl  of 
Dufferin  (governor-general  of  Canada),  he  referred  it 
to  a  committee  of  the  privy  council  for  consideration. 
And  on  April  6,  1876,  his  lordship  forwarded  to  the 
Earl  of  Carnarvon  (colonial  secretary)  a  memorandum, 
drawn  up  by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Edward  Blake  (minister  of 
justice),  and  by  a  sub-committee  of  the  privy  council, 
which  embodied  various  important  suggestions  in  regard 
to  the  proper  form  of  a  permanent  commission  and  in¬ 
structions  for  the  office  of  governor-general  of  Canada. 

Approving  of  the  idea  of  a  revised  and  permanent 
form  for  these  instruments,  Mr.  Blake  nevertheless 
submitted  that  the  peculiar  position  of  Canada,  in 
relation  to  the  mother  country,  entitled  her  to  special 
consideration,  and  that  the  existing  forms,  while  they 
might  be  eminently  suited  to  other  colonies,  were  in¬ 
applicable  and  objectionable  in  her  case.  For  Canada 
is  not  merely  a  colony  or  province  of  the  empire  ;  she  is 
also  a  dominion,  composed  of  a  number  of  provinces 
federally  united  under  an  Imperial  charter  or  Act  of 
Parliament,  which  expressly  recites  that  her  constitution 
is  to  be  similar  in  principle  to  that  of  the  United  King¬ 
dom.  In  addition  to  large  powers  of  legislation  and 
government  over  the  confederated  provinces,  this 
dominion  has  been  intrusted  with  absolute  powers  of 
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legislation  and  administration  over  the  people  and 
territories  of  the  north-west,  and  of  other  parts  of 
British  North  America,  out  of  which  she  has  already 
created,  and  is  empowered  further  to  create  at  discre¬ 
tion,  new  provinces  with  representative  institutions,  to 
be  hereafter  admitted  to  share  in  the  privileges  now 
assigned  to  the  older  provinces.1  Canada,  therefore,  is 
undoubtedly  entitled  to  ‘  the  fullest  freedom  of  political 
government  ’ ;  and  her  rights,  in  this  respect,  should  be 
recognised  and  embodied  in  the  authoritative  documents 
of  the  commission  and  instructions  from  the  Crown  to 
the  governor-general. 

In  conformity  with  this  idea — the  correctness  of 
which  could  not  be  disputed,  and  which  was  frankly 
admitted  by  her  Majesty’s  government — Mr.  Blake 
suggested  numerous  alterations  from  the  forms  hereto¬ 
fore  in  use,  and  submitted  reasons  in  favour  of  the 
amendments  proposed. 

As  a  foundation  principle,  necessary  to  be  asserted 
and  maintained  in  any  instrument  which  might  be 
issued  for  the  purpose  of  defining  the  powers  of  a 
governor-general  in  Canada,  Mr.  Blake  contended  that 
it  ought  to  be  clearly  understood  that,  ‘  as  a  rule,  the 
governor  does  and  must  act  through  the  agency  (and 
upon  the  advice)  of  ministers ;  and  ministers  must  be 
responsible  for  such  action,’  save  ‘  only  in  the  rare 
instances  in  which,  owing  to  the  existence  of  substan¬ 
tial  Imperial  as  distinguished  from  Canadian  interests, 
it  is  considered  that  full  freedom  of  action  is  not  vested 
in  the  Canadian  people.’ 

In  a  despatch  dated  May  22,  1876,  Lord  Carnarvon 
thanks  the  governor-general  for  the  above-mentioned 
memorandum,  and  promises  that  the  suggestions  con¬ 
tained  therein  shall  receive  due  consideration,  when 
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*  See  jpost,  p.  577. 
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the  charter  to  incorporate  the  office  of  governor-general 
of  Canada  is  being  prepared. 

About  this  period  Lord  Carnarvon  had  expressed  a 
desire  to  have  a  personal  conference  with  the  Canadian 
minister  of  justice,  in  reference  not  only  to  the  amended 
forms  of  the  royal  instructions  and  commission  to  the 
governor-general,  but  also  on  certain  other  public  ques¬ 
tions  of  importance,  which  had  arisen  out  of  the  rela¬ 
tions  between  Canada  and  the  mother  country. 

Accordingly,  upon  a  report  of  a  committee  of  the 
privy  council,  approved  by  his  excellency  the  gover¬ 
nor-general  in  council,  on  May  29,  1876,  Mr.  Blake  was 
deputed  to  visit  England  for  this  purpose.  His  report 
of  his  official  action  and  intercourse  with  the  colonial 
secretary  was  submitted  to  the  Canadian  government, 
and  in  the  following  year  was  laid  before  parliament. 
So  far  as  the  governor’s  commission  and  instructions 
were  concerned,  the  expression  of  Mr.  Blake’s  views 
on  this  subject  elicited  from  Lord  Carnarvon  the  obser¬ 
vation  that  these  suggestions  appeared  to  his  lordship 
to  be  of  much  importance,  not  only  with  reference  to 
the  dominion,  but  as  applicable  also  to  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  some  other  colonies.  Ere  long,  Lord  Carnar¬ 
von  hoped  to  be  in  a  position  to  inform  Lord  Dufferin 
that  he  was  prepared  to  advise  an  amendment  of  the 
existing  commission  and  instructions,  in  general  accord¬ 
ance  with  Mr.  Blake’s  representations! 

On  February  10,  1877,  Lord  Carnarvon  transmitted 
to  Lord  Dufferin  drafts  of  letters  patent,  constituting  the 
office  of  governor-general  of  the  dominion  of  Canada ; 
of  the  royal  instructions  to  accompany  the  same ;  and 
of  a  commission  appointing  a  governor-general.  His 
lordship  intimated  that  these  instruments  had  been 


J  For  Mr.  Blake’s  Report,  and  with,  see  Canada  Sess.  Pap  1877 
the  correspondence  connected  there-  No.  13.  ’ 
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expressly  framed  so  as  to  meet  tlie  views  of  the  Cana¬ 
dian  ministers,  and  lie  invited  their  opinion  upon  the 
result.  No  time  was  lost,  by  Lord  Dufferin,  in  reply¬ 
ing  to  this  communication.  On  March  8  his  excellency 
forwarded  to  the  colonial  secretary  a  minute  of  coun¬ 
cil,  and  a  report  from  the  minister  of  justice  (Mr.  Blake), 
expressing  a  general  approval  of  the  terms  of  these 
drafts  ;  but  suggesting  certain  alterations  therein, 
which,  if  carried  out,  would  render  them  entirely 
acceptable. 

Lord  Carnarvon,  in  his  reply  to  this  despatch,  dated 
April  9,  1877,  expresses  his  pleasure  at  the  approbation 
with  which  the  drafts  had  been  received,  and  his  belief 
that  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  arriving  at  a  mutu¬ 
ally  satisfactory  settlement  of  the  few  points  still  in 
debate.  To  this  end  he  forwarded  amended  drafts, 
which  were  substantially  in  agreement  with  the  changes 
suggested  by  Mr.  Blake.  He  had,  however,  retained  in 
a  modified  form  the  clause  in  the  commission  which 
indicates  the  independent  action  to  be  taken  by  the 
governor-general,  in  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of 
pardon,  in  cases  of  an  Imperial  nature  ;  because,  ‘  when 
interests  outside  of  the  dominion  are  directly  affected, 
there  is  no  authority  except  the  Imperial  authority 
which  is  in  a  position  to  decide.’ 

In  answer  to  the  foregoing  despatch,  Lord  Dufferin, 
on  June  14,  1877,  transmitted  to  Lord  Carnarvon  a 
minute  of  council  and  memorandum  from  Mr.  Blake, 
representing  that  the  specified  changes  in  the  draft 
commission  and  instructions  were  for  the  most  part 
quite  satisfactory ;  but  yet  submitting  the  expediency 
of  transferring  the  clause  concerning  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  prerogative  of  pardon  from  the  commission 
of  the  governor  to  his  instructions,  so  as  to  admit  of 
occasional  modifications  of  the  rule  in  exceptional  cases  ; 
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also,  suggesting  the  omission  of  a  word  in  this  clause, 
which  involved  no  material  principle. 

On  November  8,  1877,  Lord  Carnarvon  writes  to 
Lord  Dufferin,  accepting  unreservedly  the  amendments 
proposed  in  the  preceding  communication.  Where¬ 
upon,  on  December  13,  Lord  Dufferin  forwards  another 
minute  of  council,  recommending  that  the  new  drafts 
should  be  promulgated  previous  to  the  approaching 
session  of  the  Canadian  parliament.  Lord  Carnarvon, 
however,  in  a  despatch  dated  January  10,  1878,  replies 
that,  in  conformity  with  established  practice,  her 
Majesty’s  government  consider  that  it  would  be  better 
to  postpone  the  issue  and  promulgation  of  the  revised 
and  permanent  letters  patent,  commission,  and  instruc¬ 
tions  until  a  new  appointment  to  the  office  of  governor- 
general  of  Canada  shall  be  made.k 

Meanwhile,  the  intentions  of  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment,  as  hereinbefore  explained,  to  make  permanent 
provision  for  the  discharge  of  the  office  of  governor, 
in  the  various  dependencies  of  the  British  Crown,  were 
being  carried  out  in  other  parts  of  the  empire. 

In  April,  1877,  upon  the  appointment  of  Sir  W.  E.  D. 
Jervois  to  be  governor  and  commander-in-chief  of 
South  Australia,  the  Imperial  government  took  occa¬ 
sion  to  revise  the  customary  form  of  the  governor’s 
commission,  and  of  the  royal  instructions  accompany¬ 
ing  the  same.  Letters  patent  were  issued,  under  the 
great  seal  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  by  warrant 
under  the  Queen’s  sign-manual,  constituting  the  office 
of  governor  and  commander-in-chief'  in  and  for  this 
colony.  This  instrument  was  accompanied  by  a  draft 
of  instructions  passed  under  the  royal  sign-manual  and 
signet,  to  the  governor  for  the  time  being  of  South 
Australia,  or,  in  his  absence,  to  the  lieutenant-governor, 


k  For  this  correspondence,  see  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1879,  No.  181. 
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or  officer  administering  the  government  of  the  said 
colony.  By  these  official  documents,  permanent  pro¬ 
vision  was  made  for  the  execution  of  the  office  of 
governor  in  South  Australia,  and  the  commission  after¬ 
wards  issued,  nominating  Sir  W.  F.  D.  Jervois  to  fill 
this  post,  merely  recites  the  letters  patent,  and  appoints 
him,  during  the  royal  pleasure,  to  be  governor  in  and 
over  the  colony,  £  with  all  and  singular  the  powers  and 
authorities  granted  to  the  governor  of  our  said  colony, 
in  our  letters  patent  ’  afore-mentioned ;  and  authorises 
him  to  exercise  and  perform  the  same,  ‘  according  to 
such  orders  and  instructions  as  our  said  governor  for 
the  time  being  hath  already,  or  may  hereafter  receive 
from  us.’  The  commission  thus  concludes  :  4  and  we 
do  hereby  command  all  and  singular  our  officers, 
ministers,  and  loving  subjects  in  our  said  colony  and 
its  dependencies,  and  all  others  whom  it  may  concern, 
to  take  due  notice  hereof,  and  to  give  their  ready 
obedience  accordingly.’ 1 

Similar  letters  patent,  constituting  the  office  of  governor  and 
commander-in-chief  of  the  colony  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  to¬ 
gether  with  instructions  to  the  said  governor,  were  issued  under  the 
royal  sign-manual  and  signet,  on  February  26,  1877  ;  and  on  the 
following  day  a  royal  commission  was  issued  appointing  Sir  H. 
Bartle  Frere  to  be  the  governor  of  the  said  colony.™  Similar  letters 
patent,  making  permanent  provision  for  the  office  of  governor  and 
commander-in-chief  in  and  over  the  colony  of  New  Zealand  and  its 
dependencies,  were  issued  on  February  21,  1879,  and  the  following- 
day  a  commission  passed  under  the  royal  sign-manual  and  signet 
appointing  Sir  Hercules  Robinson  governor  of  the  colony,  in  suc¬ 
cession  to  the  Marquis  of  Normanby.11  Similar  documents  concern¬ 
ing  the  office  of  governor  in  Tasmania  were  issued  on  June  17, 
1880,°  and  to  the  governor  of  Natal,  first  issued  on  February  16, 
1882.P 


1  For  the  revised  letters  patent,  Votes,  1878,  Annexures  A.  8. 
instructions,  and  new  commission,  n  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1879. 

see  South  Australia  Pari.  Proc.  0  TasmaniaLeg.  Coun.  Pap.  1880, 

1877,  No.  109.  No.  86. 

311  Cape  of  Good  Hope  Assem.  p  Com.  Pap.  1882,  v.  47,  p.  369. 
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The  instructions  accompanying  the  South  Austra¬ 
lian  letters  patent,  and  intended  to  be  of  general  appli¬ 
cation  to  future  incumbents  of  the  office  of  governor 
in  that  colony,  are  in  the  main  an  embodiment  of  the 
instructions  heretofore  issued  for  the  guidance  of 
governors  in  and  over  all  colonies  in  the  enjoyment 
of  local  self-government.  They  express  the  mind  and 
will  of  the  Imperial  government,  in  regard  to  the 
proper  duties  of  a  governor  and  his  relation  to  his 
ministers,  as  the  same  have  been  authoritatively 
declared  in  similar  instruments,  issued  since  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  responsible  government  into  our  colonial 
system.*1 

But  these  instructions  are  necessarily  more  restric¬ 
tive  in  their  character  than  those  which  were  after¬ 
wards  framed  in  reference  to  Canada.  Mr.  Blake’s 
contention,  ‘  that  there  is  no  dependency  of  the  British 
Crown  which  is  entitled  to  so  full  an  application  of  the 
principles  of  constitutional  freedom  as  the  dominion  of 
Canada,’  was  admitted  to  be  correct  by  her  Majesty’s 
government ;  and  the  official  instruments  made  use  of, 
in  the  appointment,  on  October  7,  1878,  of  the  Marquis 
of  Lome  to  be  governor-general  of  Canada,  clearly 
indicate,  in  their  substantial  omissions,  as  well  as  in 
their  positive  directions,  the  larger  measure  of  self- 
government  thenceforth  conceded  to  the  new  dominion. 

O 

This  increase  of  power,  to  be  exercised  by  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  parliament  of  Canada,  was  not  merely  rela¬ 
tively  greater  than  that  now  enjoyed  by  other  colonies 
of  the  empire,  but  absolutely  more  than  had  been  pre¬ 
viously  intrusted  to  Canada  itself,  during  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  any  former  governor-general. 

This  will  be  obvious,  upon  a  perusal  of  the  corre¬ 
spondence  between  Lord  Dufferin  and  the  secretary  of 


i  See  ante,  p.  34 ;  post,  p.  125. 
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state,  from  April  6,  1876,  to  January  10,  1878,  above 
referred  to,  together  with  the  report  submitted  by 
Mr.  Blate  to  the  governor-general  in  council,  on  the 
same  subject,  on  September  5,  18761 

A  brief  mention  of  the  chief  points  of  difference 
between  the  commission  and  instructions  issued  to  the 
Marquis  of  Lome,  and  those  furnished  to  his  prede¬ 
cessors  in  the  office  of  governor- general,  will  suffice  to 
establish  this  proposition. 

In  his  suggestions  for  the  revision  and  improvement 
of  these  authoritative  documents,  Mr.  Blake  had  dwelt 
at  considerable  length  upon  the  necessity  of  modifying 
the  royal  instructions  in  regard  to  the  exercise  of  the 
prerogative  of  mercy.  This  subject,  however,  will 
specially  call  for  consideration  in  a  subsequent  part 
of  this  treatise ;  suffice  it  here  to  say  that  Mr.  Blake’s 
arguments  for  a  change  of  constitutional  practice,  in 
this  particular,  substantially  prevailed,  and  are  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  new  instructions. 

Other  portions  of  the  governor’s  commission  and 
instructions,  heretofore  invariably  inserted  in  docu¬ 
ments  of  this  description,  were  omitted  from  the  revised 
draft  agreed  upon  for  use  in  Canada,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  obsolete  or  superfluous  and  unnecessary. 
Of  this  character  we  may  refer  to  the  directions  con¬ 
cerning  the  meetings  of  the  executive,  or  privy  council, 
and  the  transaction  of  business  by  that  body ;  the 
clause  which  authorised  the  governor,  in  certain  con¬ 
tingencies,  to  act  in  opposition  to  the  advice  of  his 
ministers ;  the  clause  which  prescribes  the  classes  of 
bills  to  be  reserved  by  the  governor-general  for  Imperial 
consideration ;  and  certain  clauses  dealing  with  matters 
which  now  come  within  the  purview  of  the  provincial 
governments,  and  are  dealt  with  by  local  legislation, 
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r  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  13.  Ib.  1879,  No.  181. 
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over  which  the  governor -general  and  his  advisers 
practically  exercise  no  control. 

All  such  questions,  it  was  wisely  contended  by  Mr. 
Blake,  should  be  left  to  be  determined  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  to  them,  as  they  might  arise,  of  the  constitutional 
principles  involved  in  the  establishment  in  Canada 
of  parliamentary  government.  The  authority  of  the 
Crown  in  every  colony  is  suitably  and  undeniably 
vested  in  the  governor.  He  possesses  ‘  the  full  con¬ 
stitutional  powers  which  her  Majesty,  if  she  were  ruling 
personally  instead  of  through  his  agency,  could  exercise.’ 

4  The  governor-general  has  an  undoubted  right  to  refuse 
compliance  with  the  advice  of  his  ministers  ;  whereupon 
the  latter  must  either  adopt  and  become  responsible  for 
his  views,  or  leave  their  places  to  be  tilled  by  others 
prepared  to  take  that  course.’ 

Even  in  respect  to  questions  which  may  involve 
Imperial  as  distinct  from  Canadian  interests,  it  ap¬ 
peared  to  Mr.  Blake  unadvisable,  if  not  impossible,  to 
formulate  any  rule  of  limitation  for  the  conduct  of  the 
governor-general.  4  The  truth  is,’  he  observes,  4  that 
Imperial  interests  are,  under  our  present  system  of 
government,  to  be  secured  in  matters  of  Canadian  ex¬ 
ecutive  policy,  not  by  any  such  clause  in  a  governor’s 
instructions  (which  would  be  practically  inoperative, 
and  if  it  can  be  supposed  to  be  operative  would  be  mis¬ 
chievous),  but  by  mutual  good  feeling,  and  by  proper 
consideration  for  Imperial  interests  on  the  part  of  her 
Majesty’s  Canadian  advisers ;  the  Crown  necessarily  re¬ 
taining  all  its  constitutional  rights  and  powers,  which 
would  lie  exercisable  in  any  emergency  in  which  the 
indicated  securities  might  be  found  to  fail.’  He  there¬ 
fore  suggested  the  omission  of  all  clauses,  in  the  royal 
instructions  to  governors  of  Canada,  which  were  of  this 
nature.  The  sections  of  the  British  North  America 
Act,  defining  and  regulating  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
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which  appertain  to  the  office  of  governor-general  in  Gover- 
a  system  of  government  expressly  declared  by  that  stnictions. 
statute  to  be  ‘  similar  in  principle  to  that  of  the  United 
Kingdom,’  were  in  Mr.  Blake’s  judgment  amply  suffi¬ 
cient  to  determine  the  constitutional  status  and  autho¬ 
rity  of  that  officer;  subject,  of  course,  ‘to  any  further 
instructions,  special  or  general,  which  the  Crown  may 
lawfully  give,  should  circumstances  render  that  course 
desirable.’ & 

These  propositions,  advanced  by  Mr.  Blake,  were 
for  the  most  part  accepted  and  approved  by  her 
Majesty’s  government,  and  led,  as  we  have  seen,  to  the 
introduction  of  material  alterations  in  the  form  and 
substance  of  the  commission  and  instructions  to  colonial 
governors,  particularly  in  reference  to  the  dominion  of 
Canada. 

But  while  the  revised  and  amended  formularies,  Reused 
since  promulgated  for  the  regulation  of  the  office  of  ries  main- 
governor  in  Canada,  in  South  Australia,  and  in  other  ^emacy 
colonies,  have  been  framed  more  in  accordance  with  of  the 
the  actual  political  relation  of  these  several  colonies  to 
the  mother  country,  it  is  important  to  observe  that 
they  do  not  abate  or  relinquish  one  iota  of  the  rightful 
supremacy  of  the  Crown,  as  the  same  may  be  constitu¬ 
tionally  exercised  in  any  part  of  the  Queen  s  dominions, 
upon  the  advice  of  responsible  ministers.* 

Any  further  comment  that  may  be  necessary,  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  changes  effected  by  the  new  drafts  of  these 
authoritative  instruments,  may  be  suitably  reserved  for 
consideration  in  connection  with  the  special  points  in 
question,  to  be  hereafter  examined. 

We  will  now  briefly  indicate  the  contents  of  the 
letters  patent  constituting  the  office  of  the  governor- 

■  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  secretary)  in  Hans.  D.  v.  244,  p. 

13,  p.  8.  1312- 

1  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach  (colonial 
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noTs^in-  Senera^  °f  Canada,  of  the  royal  instructions  accompany- 
structions.  ing  the  same,  and  of  the  commission  appointing  the 
Marquis  of  Lome  to  fill  this  office,  as  the  same  were 
transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  Commons  of  Canada,  on 
February  19,  1879. u 

Power  of  By  his  letters  patent  the  governor-general  of  the 
general  of  dominion  of  Canada,  for  the  time  being,  is  authorised 
Canada,  and  commanded  by  the  Queen  ‘  to  do  and  execute,  in 
due  manner,  all  things  that  shall  belong  to  his  said 
command,  and  to  the  trust  we  have  reposed  in  him, 
according  to  the  several  powers  and  authorities  granted 
or  appointed  him  by  virtue  of  “The  British  North 
America  Act,  1867,  and  of  these  present  letters  patent, 
and  of  such  commission  as  may  be  issued  to  him  under 
our  sign-manual  and  signet,  and  according  to  such  in¬ 
structions  as  may,  from  time  to  time,  be  given  to  him. 
under  our  sign-manual  and  signet,  or  by  our  order  in 
our  privy  council,  or  by  us  through  one  of  our  principal 
secretaries  of  state ;  and  to  such  laws  as  are  or  shall 
hereafter  be  in  force  in  our  said  dominion.’ 

He  is  also  authorised  and  empowered  to  keep  and 
use  the  great  seal  of  Canada  ‘for  sealing  all  things 
whatsoever  that  shall  pass  the  said  great  seal.’ 

And  to  constitute  and  appoint,  in  the  name  and 
behalf  of  the  sovereign,  ‘all  such  judges,  commissioners, 
justices  of  the  peace,  and  other  necessary  officers  and 
ministers  of  our  said  dominion,  as  may  be  lawfully  con¬ 
stituted  or  appointed  by  us.’ 

And  upon  sufficient  cause  to  him  appearing,’  to 
remove  or  suspend  from  office  any  person  holding  any 
office  under  the  Crown  in  Canada,  so  far  as  the  same 
may  lawfully  be  done. 

And  ‘  to  exercise  all  powers  lawfully  belonging  to 
us  in  respect  of  the  summoning,  proroguing,  or  dissolv¬ 
ing  the  parliament  ’  of  Canada. 


Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1879,  No.  14. 
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And  under  the  authority  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  aforesaid,  to  appoint  any  person  or  per¬ 
sons,  jointly  or  severally,  to  he  his  deputy  or  deputies 
within  any  part  of  Canada,  to  exercise  such  of  the 
powers  or  functions  of  the  governor-general  as  he  may 
please  to  assign  to  him  or  them. 

And  ‘  in  the  event  of  the  death,  incapacity,  removal 
or  absence  ’  out  of  Canada  of  the  governor-general,  all 
his  powers  shall  be  vested  in  a  lieutenant-governor,  or 
administrator,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Queen,  under  her 
sign-manual  and  signet,  or  if  none  such  have  been 
appointed,  ‘then  in  the  senior  officer  for  the  time  being 
in  command  of  our  regular  troops  ’  in  Canada  ;  after 
such  person  shall  have  duly  taken  the  oaths  prescribed 
to  be  taken  by  the  governor-general. 

‘  All  our  officers  and  ministers,  civil  and  military, 
and  all  other  the  inhabitants  of  our  said  dominion,’  are 
required  ‘  to  be  obedient,  aiding  and  assisting  unto  our 
said  governor-general,’  or  the  administrator,  &c.,  in  his 
absence. 

By  the  last  clauses  of  the  letters  patent,  full  power 
is  reserved  to  revoke,  alter,  or  amend  the  same,  at  any 
time ;  and  provision  made  to  insure  that  they  shall 
have  due  publicity  in  Canada. 

The  royal  instructions  for  the  execution  of  the  office 
of  governor-general  of  Canada  begin  by  reciting  the 
letters  patent,  aforesaid,  and  enjoin  the  governor-general 
for  the  time  being  to  cause  his  commission  to  be  read 
and  published  in  the  presence  of  the  chief-justice  or 
other  judge  of  the  supreme  court,  and  of  the  members 
of  the  dominion  privy  council,  and  require  him  to  be 
duly  sworn  upon  entering  upon  the  duties  of  his  office. 

They  also  require  him  to  administer,  or  cause  to  be 
administered,  the  necessary  oaths  to  all  persons  who 
shall  hold  any  office  or  place  of  trust  in  the  dominion. 

To  communicate  these  and  any  other  instructions  he 
may  receive  to  the  dominion  privy  council. 
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To  transmit  to  the  Imperial  government  copies  of  all 
laws  assented  to  by  him  in  the  Queen’s  name,  or  reserved 
for  the  signification  of  the  royal  pleasure  ;  with  suitable 
explanatory  observations  and  copies  of  the  journals  and 
proceedings  of  the  parliament  of  the  dominion. 

The  only  other  clauses  contained  in  these  instruc¬ 
tions  concern  the  exercise  by  the  governor-general  of 
the  prerogative  of  pardon — which  (it  has  been  already 
remarked)  will  receive  due  consideration  in  an  appro¬ 
priate  part  of  this  treatise — and  forbid  his  quitting  the 
dominion,  ‘  without  having  first  obtained  leave  from  us 
for  so  doing,  under  our  sign-manual  and  signet,  or 
through  one  of  our  principal  secretaries  of  stated 

The  royal  commission  appointing  the  Marquis  of 
Lome  to  be  governor-general  of  the  dominion  of  Canada 
is  dated  Oct.  7,  1878.  It  simply  recites  the  letters 
patent  aforesaid,  and  confers  upon  Lord  Lome  this 
office,  with  the  powers  and  authorities  belonging  to  it, 
according  to  such  orders  and  instructions  as  have 
already  been,  or  may  hereafter  be,  communicated  to 
him  from  the  sovereign ;  and  commands  £  all  and  sin¬ 
gular  our  officers,  ministers,  and  loving  subjects  in  our 
said  dominion,  and  all  others  whom  it  may  concern,  to 
take  due  notice  hereof,  and  to  give  their  ready  obedience 
accordingly.’ 

Every  colonial  governor,  after  his  appointment  to 
office,  is  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Crown  as  an 
Imperial  officer.  In  addition  to  the  permanent  and 
general  instructions  which  he  receives  in  connection 
with  his  commission,  he  may,  from  time  to  time,  be 
charged  with  any  further  instructions,  special  or  general, 
which  the  Crown  may  lawfully  communicate  to  him, 
under  particular  circumstances.  The  medium  of  com¬ 
munication  between  the  sovereign  and  her  representa¬ 
tive,  in  any  British  colony,  is  the  secretary  of  state. 

Colonial  governors  invariably  hold  office  during  the 
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pleasure  of  the  Crown  ;  but  their  period  of  service  in  a  Their 
colony  is  usually  limited  to  six  years,  from  the  assump-  service. 
tion  of  their  duties  therein  ;T  although,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Crown,  a  governor  may  be  re-appointed  for  a 
further  term. 

The  rule  which  limits  the  term  of  service  of  a 
governor  to  six  years  was  established  principally  for 
the  purpose  of  insuring  in  governors  the  utmost  im¬ 
partiality  of  conduct,  by  disconnecting  them  from  fixed 
relations  with  the  colony  over  which  they  are  appointed 
to  preside.  It  was  first  made  applicable  to  all  British 
colonies  by  a  circular  despatch  from  Mr.  Secretary 
Iduskisson,  issued  in  May,  1828,  as  follows:  ‘It  shall 
for  the  future  be  understood  that,  at  the  expiration  of 
six  years,  a  governor  of  a  colony  shall,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  retire  from  his  government,  unless  there  should 
be  some  special  reasons  for  retaining  him  there ;  and 
that  the  way  should  thus  be  opened  for  the  employment 
of  others,  who  may  have  claims  to  the  notice  of  his 
Majesty’s  government.’ w 

During  the  temporary  absence  of  a  governor  from 
his  colony,  it  was  formerly  the  general  practice  for  the  sence  of  a 
Crown,  by  a  dormant  commission  under  the  sign-  g°vemor- 
manual,  to  empower  the  chief-justice  or  senior  judge 
therein  to  act  as  administrator  of  the  government.  But 
difficulties  having  sometimes  arisen  in  carrying  out  an 
arrangement  of  this  kind,  it  is  not  low  invariably 
resorted  to,  at  least,  in  the  first  instance.  Instead  of 
this  provision  to  suppfy  the  place  of  an  absent  gover¬ 
nor,  it  is  now  customary  either  to  appoint  a  lieuten¬ 
ant-governor,  or  administrator  of  the  government, 
under  the  royal  sign-manual ;  or  else  that  the  senior 
officer  for  the  time  being  of  her  Majesty’s  regular 
troops  in  the  colony  shall  be  empowered  to  act  in  this 

v  Col.  Reg.  1891,  No.  7.  . 

w  Com.  Pap.  1836,  v.  39,  p.  633 ;  Todd,  v.  2,  p.  524,  new  ed.  p.  64o. 
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capacity.  But  where  no  such  provision  has  been  made, 
it  is  usual  and  appropriate  for  the  chief-justice  or  senior 
judge  to  be  authorised  to  act  as  administrator  of  the 
government,  in  the  event  of  the  death,  incapacity, 
removal  or  departure  from  the  government  of  the 
governor  and  (if  there  be  such  an  officer)  of  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  of  the  colony. x 

In  matters  of  Imperial  concern,  or  which  may  affect 
the  well-being  of  the  colony  as  a  part  of  the  empire, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  secretary  of  state,  as  the  constitu¬ 
tional  mouthpiece  of  the  sovereign,  to  correspond  with 
colonial  governors — communicating  the  opinions  of  her 
Majesty’s  government,  and  making  whatever  recom¬ 
mendations  or  suggestions  he  may  deem  to  be  expe¬ 
dient,  either  lor  the  instruction  of  the  governor,  for 
the  information  of  his  ministers,  or  for  the  welfare  of 
the  colonial  subjects  of  the  Crown/  Opportunities  for 
such  advice  or  interposition  will  naturally  become  less 
frequent  and  imperative,  in  proportion  as  the  institu¬ 
tions  of  government  in  any  colony  become  settled  and 
in  harmonious  operation.  In  matters  of  local  concern, 
within  the  legitimate  jurisdiction  of  a  self-governing 
community,  the  opinion  of  the  Imperial  government  is 
seldom  obtruded,  and  never  insisted  upon.  And  in 
well-established  colonies,  in  possession  of  the  full  mea¬ 
sure  of  local  responsibility,  despatches  from  her  Majesty’s 


1  Col.  Reg.  1891,  Nos.  6  and  7, 
the  Marquis  of  Lome’s  letters  pa¬ 
tent,  as  governor-general  of  Canada, 
in  1878.  See  also  the  correspond¬ 
ence  in  New  South  Wales  Votes  and 
Proc.  1874,  pp.  95-108.  Ib.  1875- 
76,  v.  2,  p.  19.  South  Australia 
Pari.  Proc.  1875,  v.  3,  No.  35.  Ib. 
1877,  p.  1,  and  App.  Nos.  48  and 
109.  New  Zealand  Off.  Gazette, 
Sept.  9,  1880. 

Provision  in  respect  to  the  salary 
payable  to  a  governor  on  his  first 


appointment,  and  to  the  division  of 
the  same  with  one  temporarily  serv¬ 
ing  in  that  capacity  before  the  ar¬ 
rival  of  the  governor  in  his  colony, 
or  during  his  absence  on  leave,  is 
made  in  Col.  Reg.  ch.  v.  See  also 
correspondence  on  this  subject  be¬ 
tween  the  governor  and  acting 
governor  of  Queensland  and  the 
secretary  of  state,  Queensland  Leg. 
Coun.  Jour.  1872,  p.  777. 

y  Amos,  50  Years  Eng.  Const, 
p.  418. 
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colonial  secretary,  in  reply  to  communications  from  tlie 
governor,  narrating  the  progress  of  events  under  his 
administration,  are  usually  confined  to  a  brief  acknow¬ 
ledgment  of  the  receipt  of  such  intelligence,  and  to 
the  expression  in  general  terms  of  the  opinion  enter¬ 
tained  by  her  Majesty’s  government  of  the  governor’s 
proceedings. 

It  is  likewise  incumbent  upon  the  secretary  of  state 
to  be  the  medium  of  conveying  to  all  governors  of 
colonies  and  other  dependencies  of  the  Crown  specific 
instructions  for  their  guidance  in  the  fulfilment  of  their 
respective  charges.  These  instructions  are  issued  by 
the  sovereign,  under  the  royal  sign-manual.  They  are, 
as  has  been  already  observed,  primarily  of  a  general 
nature,  and  are  addressed  to  the  governor,  upon  his 
first  assumption  of  office.2  Subsequent  instructions  are 
transmitted  to  the  governor,  from  time  to  time,  as  may 
be  necessary  ;  or  are  embodied  in  4  circular  despatches,’ 
which  are  addressed  to  governors  generally,  although 
sent  to  each  one  individually. 


For  example  see  the  ‘circular  despatch,’ of  June  28,  1843,  in 
regard  to  the  imposition  of  differential  duties  by  colonial  legisla¬ 
tures  ;  and  that  on  martial  law,  which  was  laid  before  Parliament 
in  1867  ;  and  that  on  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of  mercy,  pre¬ 
sented  to  Parliament  in  1877.  See  also  the  circular  despatch  of 
March  8,  1870,  on  the  transmission  of  despatches,  in  Col.  Reg. 
1882,  sec.  177. 


2  See  the  royal  instructions  to 
the  Duke  of  Richmond,  upon  his 
appointment,  in  1818,  to  be  gover- 
nor-in-chief  in  and  over  Upper  and 
Lower  Canada.  (Com.  Pap.  1837- 
38,  v.  39,  p.  794.)  Ib.  to  Mr.  C. 
Poulett  Thomson,  as  governor-gen. 
of  Canada,  Lords’  Pap.  1840,  v.  7, 
p.  359,  and  Can.  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 
1841,  p.  390.  To  Governor  Sir  E. 
Head,  ib.  1854-55,  p.  791 ;  to  Lord 
Monck,  ib.  1862,  Sess.  Pap.  No.  29, 
and  again  after  confederation,  Can. 
Sess.  Pap.  1867-68,  No.  22  ;  to  Sir 
J.  Young,  ib.  1870,  No.  51.  For 


royal  instructions  to  governors  in 
Nova  Scotia  and  other  maritime 
colonies  of  British  N.  Am.  from  an 
early  date,  and  for  instructions  for 
Earl  of  Durham,  governor-in-chief, 
in  1838,  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1883,  No. 
70.  Ib.  to  the  Earl  of  Dufferin,  as 
governor-general  of  the  dominion 
of  Canada,  dated  May  22,  1872. 
(Canada  Com.  Jom-.  1873,  p.  85.) 
Royal  instructions  to  the  governor 
of  South  Australia,  dated  April  28, 
1877.  (South  Australia  Pari.  Proc. 
1877,  No.  109.) 
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The  governor  of  a  colony  is  the  proper  channel  for 
receiving  and  for  transmitting  to  the  secretary  of  state 
all  representations  of  a  public  or  private  nature  which 
are  intended  to  be  submitted  to  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment.  As  a  rule,  every  letter,  memorial,  or  other 
document  which  may  be  received  from  a  colony  by  the 
secretary  of  state,  otherwise  than  through  the  governor, 
will  be  referred  back  to  the  governor  for  his  verifica¬ 
tion,  and  (if  it  should  concern  the  affairs  of  the  colony 
from  whence  it  was  written)  his  report. 

Ample  directions  in  regard  to  the  order  and  method 
of  correspondence  between  the  governor  of  a  colony 
and  the  colonial  office  will  be  found  in  Chapter  VII.  of 
the  ‘Rules  and  Regulations  for  her  Majesty’s  Colonial 
Service,’  issued  in  1891 A 

In  1878  Sir  G.  Grey  (ex-governor  of  South  Africa,  but  then 
residing  in  Hew  Zealand)  addressed  a  letter  to  Lord  Beaconsfield 
(prime  minister)  in  relation  to  public  affairs  in  South  Africa.  This 
letter  was  forwarded  direct.  It  was  thankfully  received  ;  but  at 
the  same  time  Sir  G.  Grey  was  notified  that  it  ought  to  have  been 
transmitted  through  the  governor.  Sir  G.  Grey  protested  against 
this  rule,  because  similar  communications  were  often  sent  to  the 
premier  in  England  by  private  individuals.  But  he  was  informed 
that,  in  the  colonies,  the  rule  was  imperative.13 

By  the  royal  instructions,  governors  are  forbidden 
to  give  to  any  person  copies  of  despatches  they  may 
receive  from  the  secretary  of  state — or  to  allow  copies 
to  be  taken  of  them — unless  under  a  general  or  special 
authority  from  that  officer.  But  where  responsible 
government  is  established,  the  governor  is  considered 
to  be  at  liberty  to  communicate  to  his  advisers  all 
despatches  not  marked  ‘  Confidential.’  And  by  a  cir¬ 
cular,  dated  July  10,  1871,  despatches  are  reclassified, 


a  C.  0.  List,  1891,  p.  344.  Case  13  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1880, 
of  the  J amaica  Assem.  Memorial  to  App.  A.  1,  pp.  15-17,  26 ;  A.  2,  pp' 
the  Queen,  Lords’  Pap.  1864,  v.  13,  9,  37,  48.  ’ 

p  350 
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as  follows  :  (1.)  Numbered  despatches,  which,  a  governor 
may  publish,  unless- directed  not  to  do  so.  (2.)  Secret , 
which  he  may,  if  he  thinks  fit,  communicate,  under  the 
obligation  of  secrecy,  to  his  ministers,  and  may  even 
make  public,  if  he  thinks  it  necessary.  (3.)  Confiden¬ 
tial,  which  are  addressed  to  a  governor  personally,  and 
which  he  is  forbidden  to  make  known,  without  express 
authority  from  the  secretary  of  state.0 

In  laying  despatches  and  other  papers  before  the 
legislature,  the  governor  of  a  colony  is  bound  by  con¬ 
stitutional  practice.  In  general,  the  governor  in  colo¬ 
nies  with  responsible  ministries  takes  no  personal  action, 
in  this  matter,  in  the  case  of  ‘  numbered  ’  despatches 
and  ordinary  papers,  and  is  rarely  even  consulted. 
The  ministers  lay  before  the  legislature  any  such  docu¬ 
ments,  on  their  own  discretion  and  responsibility.'1 
But  it  is  a  general  and  reasonable  rule  of  the  public 
service  that  despatches  and  other  documents  forwarded 
to  the  Imperial  government  should  not  be  published 
until  they  shall  have  been  received  and  acknowledged 
by  the  secretary  of  state ;  and  that  no  confidential 
memorandums  passing  between  ministers  and  the 
governor  should  be  laid  before  the  colonial  parliament, 
except  on  the  advice  of  the  ministers  concerned.6 

When  advised  to  do  so  by  his  ministers,  the  governor 
should  lay  4  any  numbered  and  not  confidential  de¬ 
spatch  ’  addressed  by  him  to  or  received  by  him  from 
the  secretary  of  state  before  the  local  parliament ;  un¬ 
less  there  be  some  strong  reason  to  the  contrary,  such 
as  a  pending  reference  to  the  secretary  of  state.1 

c  Col.  Reg.  1891,  No.  188.  And  see  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  pp. 

d  New  Zealand  House  of  Rep.  279,  603,  new  ed.  pp.  357,  440;  and 
Jour.  1871,  App.  v.  1,  p.  14  ;  New  Lord  Ellenborough’s  case,  ib.  v.  2, 
Zealand  Pari.  lleb.  v.  8,  p.  140.  p.  383,  new  ed.  p.  196. 

e  Governor  Bowen’s  answer  to  f  Colonial  secretary  (Lord  Car- 
an  address  of  Leg.  Council  of  Vic-  narvon’s)  despatch,  Jan.  26,  1878; 
toria,  dated  Jan.  24,  1878  ;  Com.  Tasmania  Leg.  Council  Jour.  1878, 
Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp.  832,  878,  887.  App.  No.  36,  p.  11. 
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But  the  governor  must  first  be  advised  by  his 
ministers  before  taking  such  a  step  ;  and  they  must 
be  prepared  to  defend  his  action  if  it  be  impugned. 

Ministers  cannot  relieve  themselves  from  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  advising  as  executive  councillors  ;  nor  is 
a  governor  free  to  act  without  or  against  ministerial 
advice,  in  cases  not  involving  the  rights  or  prerogatives 
of  the  Crown  or  Imperial  interests.  Ministers  must  be 
willing  to  accept  entire  responsibility  to  the  local 
parliament  for  any  acts  of  a  governor  which  have  led 
to  the  resignation  or  dismissal  of  an  outgoing  ministry,® 
though  such  responsibility  on  the  part  of  ministers 
does  not  oblige  them  to  defend  particular  views  or 
statements  contained  in  a  governor’s  despatches  or 
confidential  memorandums.11 

Thus,  on  February  10,  1879,  the  governor  of  Tasmania,  having 
requested  that  certain  numbered  despatches  received  by  him  from 
the  secretary  of  state  might  be  immediately  laid  before  the  colonial 
parliament,  was  informed  by  his  ministers  ‘  that  they  are  unable  to 
discover  any  grounds  of  public  policy  requiring  the  publication  of 
these  despatches,  and  after  due  consideration  are  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  it  is  undesirable  to  accede  to  his  excellency’s  request.’1 
Upon  this  occasion  the  views  of  his  excellency  the  governor,  upon 
the  particular  question,  were  in  accord  with  his  ministers’;  though, 
for  the  sake  of  avoiding  further  unnecessary  discussion  of  a  contro¬ 
verted  case,  he  objected  to  lay  the  despatches  before  parliament. 
Subsequently,  however,  the  legislative  council  having  specially 
applied  for  the  production  of  all  the  papers  in  the  case,  ministers 
advised  their  publication.  In  concurring  with  this  request  ‘the 
governor  points  out  to  ministers,  as  he  did  to  their  predecessors, 
that,  whatever  may  be  his  personal  views,  he  (in  matters  not  involv¬ 
ing  Imperial  interests  or  the  prerogatives  of  the  Crown,  directly  or 
indirectly)  considers  his  responsible  advisers  to  be  answerable  to 
parliament  for  advising  the  production  of  despatches,  and  for  the 


8  See  Lt.-Gov.  Gordon’s  Minute  Sess.  4,  App.  No.  35,  p.  6 ;  approved 
of  May  1,  18G6  ;  N.  Brunswick  As-  by  Lord  Carnarvon,  in  despatch  of 
sem.  Jour.  1866,  p.  211.  Jan.  26,  1878. 

h  Governor  Weld,  Memo,  for  his  '  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Pap. 
ministers,  of  Oct.  29,  1877.  Tas-  1878-79,  No.  114. 
mania  Leg.  Council  Jour.  1877, 
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policy  of  such  production,  but  does  not  consider  that  such  responsi¬ 
bility  renders  it  incumbent  on  them  to  defend  any  view  or  statement 
therein  expressed  by  the  governor.’! 

It  rests  with  the  secretary  of  state  in  every  instance 
to  decide  whether  ‘  confidential  ’  despatches  may  or  may 
not  be  made  public.11 

On  May  16,  1867,  a  motion  was  made  in  the  legislative 
assembly  of  Queensland  for  an  address  to  the  governor  asking 
for  a  copy  of  his  despatch  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies, 
transmitting  a  petition  from  certain  residents  in  the  colony  request¬ 
ing  the  governor’s  recall — in  consequence  of  his  interposition  to 
prevent  certain  proceedings  on  the  part  of  his  ministers  which  were 
at  variance  with  the  royal  instructions,  and  which  interposition  led 
to  the  resignation  of  ministers — and  also  for  a  copy  of  the  reply  to 
this  despatch.  Whereupon  the  premier  pointed  out  that,  by  the 
royal  instructions,  all  governors  are  prohibited  from  giving  copies 
of  their  despatches,  unless  with  the  sanction  of  the  secretary  of 
state.  The  despatches  in  question  were  ‘  confidential,’  and  had  not 
even  been  perused  by  the  premier.  Nevertheless,  he  assumed  the 
responsibility  of  advising  the  governor  that,  in  his  opinion,  it  was 
unnecessary  to  produce  them.  The  motion  was  accordingly  negatived 
on  a  division. 1 

On  August  19,  1873,  Governor  Fergusson,  of  New  Zealand, 
transmitted  a  message  to  the  legislative  council  of  the  colony, 
declining  to  lay  before  that  body  ‘  all  correspondence  ’  which  had 
passed  between  himself  and  the  secretary  of  state,  on  a  particular 
question,  as  such  a  proceeding  would  establish  a  practice  hitherto 
unprecedented.”1 

On  November  25,  1874,  a  motion  was  made  in  the  legislative 
assembly  of  New  South  Wales,  condemnatory  of  the  conduct  of 
ministers  in  laying  before  the  house  Governor  Robinson’s  minute, 
to  themselves,  upon  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of  mercy  in  a 
certain  case,  and  also  reflecting  upon  the  tenor  of  the  minute  itself, 
which,  it  was  alleged,  contained  an  implied  censure  upon  the 
legislative  assembly.  This  motion  was  negatived  by  the  casting 
vote  of  the  speaker.”  Shortly  after  parliament  was  dissolved.  The 
new  parliament  was  convened  in  January,  1875.  In  the  debate 


J  Tasmania  Leg.  Comi.  Pap.  m  New  Zealand  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 
1878-79,  No.  117.  1873,  App.  No.  4. 

k  Col.  Reg.  1891,  No.  184.  n  New  South  Wales,  Leg.  Assem. 

1  Queensland,  Pari.  Deb.  1867,  Votes  and  Proc.  1874,  p.  54. 
p.  164. 
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upon  the  address  in  answer  to  the  speech  from  the  throne,  an 
amendment,  similar  to  the  motion  above  mentioned,  was  carried 
against  ministers.  Whereupon  they  resigned.  In  reply  to  the 
address,  the  governor  (in  the  interval  between  the  resignation  of 
his  ministers  and  the  appointment  of  their  successors)  transmitted 
a  message  to  the  assembly,  dated  February  2,  wherein  he  defended 
his  conduct  in  this  matter,  and  asserted  the  constitutional  rights  of 
his  office,  whilst  expressing  due  respect  and  consideration  for  the 
opinions  of  the  legislative  assembly,  and  a  readiness  to  accept 
their  decision,  so  far  as  it  affected  his  late  ministers.  Unable  to 
succeed  in  the  endeavour  to  form  a  new  administration  of  different 
material,  the  governor  was  obliged  to  send  for  Mr.  Robertson,  who, 
as  leader  of  the  opposition  in  the  assembly,  had  induced  the  house 
to  asree  to  the  aforesaid  amendment  to  the  address.  But  in  his 
memorandum  to  Mr.  Robertson,  the  governor — while  admitting 
the  right  of  the  house  to  condemn  the  ex-ministry  for  their  own 
act,  in  laying  his  excellency’s  minute  upon  the  table — protested 
against  the  rest  of  the  amendment,  as  being  ‘  not  only  a  personal 
imputation  upon  himself,  but  an  invasion  of  the  constitutional  rights 
of  his  office.’  Mr.  Robertson  accepted  the  position  offered  to  him, 
and  became  premier  of  a  new  ministry.  The  governor  duly  re¬ 
ported  his  own  proceedings  to  the  secretary  of  state  (Earl  Car¬ 
narvon),  who,  in  a  despatch  dated  April  26,  1875,  expressed  his 
approval  of  his  excellency’s  conduct ;  including  the  terms  of  the 
message  of  February  2,  when  he  was  without  constitutional  ad¬ 
visers.  The  colonial  secretary  had  previously,  in  a  despatch  dated 
March  20,  1875,  freely  accepted  the  governor’s  explanations  in 
regard  to  his  minute,  above  mentioned,  and  his  assurance  that 
he  had  not  intentionally  reflected  therein  upon  the  legislative 
assembly.0 

During  the  continuance  of  the  ‘  dead-lock  ’  between  the  legis¬ 
lative  chambers  in  the  colony  of  Victoria,  in  1877-78,  arising  out 
of  differences  in  regard  to  the  powers  of  the  two  houses  in  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  public  money,  the  governor  (Sir  G.  Bowen),  on 
January  31,  1878,  telegraphed  the  secretary  of  state  (Earl  Car¬ 
narvon)  as  follows  :  ‘  It  would  do  much  good  if  I  might,  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  advice  of  ministers  and  address  from  legislative 
assembly,  present  to  parliament  the  confidential  despatches  written 
in  1867  and  1868  by  Lord  Canterbury,  or  extracts  from  them, 
which  bear  upon  the  present  crisis.  Blease  telegraph  your  answer.’ 
In  reply,  dated  February  9,  the  colonial  secretary  expressed  his  wish 
to  delay  deciding  on  this  application  until  he  had  received  further 


Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  pp.  682-69G. 
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information  on  the  subject.  On  February  22  he  sent  a  message  to 
the  governor,  ‘  Telegraph  your  reasons  for  desiring  to  publish  .  .  . 
despatches  which,  being  confidential,  I  am  disposed  to  think  had 
better  be  withheld.’  Accordingly,  on  March  1,  Governor  Bowen 
replied  :  ‘  Lord  Canterbury’s  despatches  during  the  last  dead-lock, 
specially  those  referred  to  in  my  confidential  despatch  of  Sep¬ 
tember  28,  define  the  position  and  mutual  relations  of  the  council 
and  assembly,  and  their  presentation  to  parliament  here  would 
now  do  good.’  Whereupon,  on  March  6,  the  colonial  secretary 
(Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach)  answered  :  ‘  I  will  not  refuse  consent  to  pub¬ 
lication,  under  advice  of  ministers,  of  any  public  despatches  on 
Darling  case,  and  of  confidential  reports  mentioned  in  your  despatch 
of  September  28 — except  despatch  of  April  26,  1868,  and  paragraph 
.referring  to  it  in  despatch  of  May  23,  1868,  which  I  think  better 
withheld.  But  ministers  must  be  responsible  if  any  matter  so 
published  gives  offence  or  causes  difficulties.’  p 

On  the  same  day,  March  6,  1878,  the  legislative  assembly  of 
Victoria  addressed  the  governor,  praying  him  to  present  to  parlia¬ 
ment  any  hitherto  unpublished  despatches  of  Lord  Canterbury, 
written  during  the  parliamentary  dead-lock  of  1866-68.  On 
March  19  Governor  Bowen  informed  the  assembly  by  message, 
‘  that  having  asked  and  received  permission  accordingly  from  the 
secretary  of  state,  he  now  transmits  herewith  copies  of  the  despatches 
referred  to.’  i 

In  January,  1878,  the  legislative  council  of  Victoria  passed 
an  address  to  the  governor  (Sir  G.  Bowen)  asking  for  a  copy  of  a 
ministerial  memorandum  upon  the  position  of  affairs  arising  out  of 
the  parliamentary  crisis  in  the  colony,  which  had  been  communicated 
by  the  premier  to  the  governor,  and  transmitted  by  him  to  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies.  The  governor  declined  to  present 
this  memorandum,  on  the  ground  that  ‘it  is  a  general  and  reasonable 
rule  of  the  public  service  that  documents  forwarded  to  the  Imperial 
government  should  not  be  published  until  they  shall  have  been  re¬ 
ceived  and  acknowledged  by  the  secretary  of  state.’  On  March  6 
the  governor  (having  been  notified  by  telegram  that  the  secretary 
of  state  had  received  and  considered  this  paper)  caused  a  copy  of  it 
to  be  laid  before  both  houses.  Whereupon  the  legislative  council 
addressed  the  governor  on  the  points  urged  in  the  memorandum, 
and  found  fault  with  the  course  taken  by  his  excellency  in  respect 
to  the  same.  This  address  was  referred  to  the  ministry  for  their 

r  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp.  752,  App.  B.  No.  15.  For  a  summary 
754,  761,  762.  of  the  contents  of  these  despatches, 

q  Victoria  Leg.  Assem.  Votes  and  see  post,  pp.  722,  723. 

Proc.  1877-78,  v.  1,  pp.  296,  301, 
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consideration  and  advice.  They  characterised  the  reflection  therein 
upon  the  governor  as  ‘  unfounded  and  gratuitous.’  They  regarded 
the  memorandum  as  a  confidential  communication  sent  by  ministers 
to  the  governor,  which,  without  their  consent,  ought  not  to  be 
communicated  to  either  house  of  parliament.  They  had  advised 
the  withholding  of  that  document  in  the  first  instance  from  the 
council,  being  of  opinion  ‘  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  carry  on 
the  executive  government  if  either  house  of  parliament  had  the 
right  to  insist  on  the  immediate  production  of  any  documents  of  a 
confidential  character  placed  by  them  in  the  hands  of  the  governor.7 
The  council,  in  asking  for  a  copy  of  the  memorandum,  were 
1  actuated,  doubtless,  by  a  desire  to  produce  disunion  between  the 
governor  and  the  ministry.’  ‘  Had  their  application  been  granted, 
ministers  would  have  considered  that  a  breach  of  confidence  had 
been  committed,’  that  their  advice  had  been  disregarded,  and  they 
would  have  at  once  resigned.1' 

Governors  of  colonies,  holding  office  during  the 
pleasure  of  the  Crown,  are  removable  at  any  time  be¬ 
fore  the  expiration  of  their  ordinary  term  of  office,  if  it 
should  appear  advisable  to  the  Imperial  government  to 
recall  them.  Sometimes  colonial  governors  are  trans¬ 
ferred  to  other  colonies,  on  personal  considerations  of 
fitness,  or  ability  to  cope  with  circumstances  of  peculiar 
difficulty. 

On  March  19,  1879,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  ad¬ 
dressed  a  despatch  to  Sir  Bartle  Frere,  governor  of  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  reproving  him  for  entering  upon  a  war  with  the  Zulus, 
without  the  previous  sanction  and  authority  of  her  Majesty’s 
government.  But  while  it  was  thought  necessary  to  animadvert 
with  some  severity  upon  the  conduct  of  Sir  Bartle  Frere  in  this 
instance,  the  government,  mindful  of  his  eminent  public  services, 
were  unwilling  to  supersede  him  ;  being  convinced  that  his  continued 
retention  in  office  was,  upon  the  whole,  most  desirable,  notwith¬ 
standing  his  presumed  error  of  judgment  on  this  occasion.  The 
policy  of  the  government,  in  still  retaining  the  government  of  South 
Africa  in  the  hands  of  Sir  Bartle  Frere,  after  their  condemnation 
of  his  proceedings  in  the  despatch  of  March  19,  1879,  gave  rise  to  a 
motion  of  censure  in  the  House  of  Lords,  on  March  25,  which  was 
directed  alike  against  Sir  Bartle  Frere  and  her  Majesty’s  govern- 


1  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  5G,  pp.  832,  878,  882,  887. 
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ment.  After  a  long  debate,  however,  the  motion  was  negatived  by 
a  large  majority.  But  in  April,  1880,  a  change  of  ministry  occurred. 
The  opponents  of  Sir  Bartle  Frere,  in  the  House  of  Commons, 
clamoured  for  his  immediate  recall.  The  new  ministry,  however, 
determined  to  leave  him  at  his  post  until  the  Cape  parliament 
should  have  pronounced  upon  the  question  of  confederation.  But 
the  local  assembly  having  decided  that  the  time  was  not  opportune 
for  the  further  consideration  of  the  confederation  scheme,  Sir  B. 
Frere  was  thereupon  removed.  Before  his  departure  he  addressed 
a  despatch  to  the  colonial  secretary,  dated  August  3,  1880,  vindi¬ 
cating  his  conduct  and  policy,  and  explaining  the  circumstances 
which  led  to  the  temporary  postponement  of  the  question  of  South 
African  union.s 

In  further  illustration  of  the  control  which  is  exer¬ 
cised  by  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  over  colonial 
governors  as  Imperial  officers,  the  following  precedents 
are  given : — 

In  1848,  Sir  William  Denison,  governor  of  Van  Diemen’s  Land 
(now  known  as  Tasmania),  addressed  a  formal  complaint  to  the 
secretary  of  state  against  Sir  John  Pedcler,  chief -justice  of  the 
superior  court  in  that  colony,  for  alleged  neglect  of  duty,  in  not 
having  examined  and  certitied  the  validity  of  certain  acts  passed  by 
the  governor  in  council,  thereby  giving  occasion  to  much  confusion 
and  litigation.  The  governor  had  previously  caused  the  chief -justice 
to  be  tried  on  this  charge,  before  himself  and  the  executive  council, 
tinder  the  Imperial  Act  of  the  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75.  But,  at  this  trial, 
the  judge  had  been  acquitted.  Whereupon,  a  number  of  residents 
in  the  colony  petitioned  the  Queen,  complaining  of  the  conduct  of 
the  governor  in  invading  the  independence  of  the  bench,  and  for 
other  arbitrary  proceedings,  and  soliciting  redress.  This  petition 
was  forwarded  to  the  colonial  secretary  through  the  governor, 
pursuant  to  the  royal  instructions  in  such  cases.*  In  reply,  the 
secretary  of  state  directed  the  governor  to  inform  the  memorialists 
that  their  petition  had  been  laid  before  the  Queen,  but  that  her 
Majesty  was  not  pleased  to  make  any  order  thereon.11  And,  upon 
a  motion  in  the  House  of  Commons  to  censure  the  governor  for  his 
conduct  in  this  case,  the  secretary  of  state  defended  him.v  Never- 


8  Com.  Pap.  S.  African  affairs,  u  Com.  Pap.  1847-48,  v.  4o,  p. 
presented  in  June,  August,  and  681;  ib.  1849,  v.  35,  p.  77. 
(September,  1880.  v  Hans.  D.  v.  104,  p.  378. 
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theless,  in  a  confidential  despatch,  he  reprimanded  Sir  W.  Denison 
for  having  ‘  acted  rashly  and  unadvisedly  ;  in  this  matter — a  reproof 
which  the  governor  understood  ‘  as  a  sort  of  hint  to  him  not  for  the 
future  to  meddle  with  judges,  except  in  case  of  absolute  necessity.’  w 

During  the  progress  of  the  Maori  war  in  New  Zealand,  in  1865 
and  1866,  certain  allegations  of  inhumanity  in  dealing  with  the 
Maoris  were  reported  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  war,  by  a  gentle¬ 
man  in  England,  upon  the  authority  of  a  private  letter  received  by 
him  from  a  colonel  commanding  one  of  the  regiments  on  active 
service  in  New  Zealand.  These  charges  tended  to  implicate  not 
only  the  military  authorities,  but  also  the  governor  of  the  colony 
(Sir  George  Grey)  and  his  executive  council,  in  suggesting  or 
approving  the  alleged  acts  of  inhumanity.  Upon  being  made 
acquainted  with  the  circumstances,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies  wrote  confidentially  to  the  governor  for  explanations.  In 
reply,  Sir  George  Grey  addressed  an  indignant  disclaimer  of  the 
truth  of  the  charges,  and  enclosed  a  minute  he  had  laid  before  his 
executive  council  on  the  subject,  wherein  he  denounced  the  state¬ 
ment  made  to  the  secretary  for  war  as  a  ‘base  and  wicked  calumny.’ 
The  minute  concludes  by  stating  that  he  should  transmit  a  copy  of 
it  to  the  colonial  secretary,  and  demand  as  his  right  that  copies  of 
the  letters  in  which  the  charge  was  preferred  should  be  communicated 
to  him,  with  the  name  of  the  accuser,  ‘  and  that  a  full  inquiry  be 
instituted  into  the  whole  matter  ;  and  he  declines  to  receive  the 
communication  as  a  confidential  one.’  Upon  the  receipt  of  this 
despatch  and  minute,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  wxrote  to 
Sir  G.  Grey  that  he  could  ‘be  hardly  unaware  that  this  is  not  the 
tone  or  manner  in  which  the  officer  representing  the  Queen  ought  to 
communicate  with  the  minister  from  whom  he  receives  her  Majesty’s 
commands  ;  ’  and  that  he  hoped,  upon  reflection,  the  governor  wmuld 
see  the  propriety  of  recalling  the  objectionable  minutes  and  despatch 
he  had  written  on  this  painful  question.  Whereupon,  the  governor, 
without  receding  from  the  position  he  had  taken  in  regard  to  these 
unfounded  charges  against  himself  and  his  ministers,  expressed  ‘  the 
fullest  and  most  unreserved  apology ’for  the  passages  in  his  despatch 
which  were  considered  to  have  been  couched  in  improper  language. 
This  retraction  was  received  with  satisfaction  by  the  colonial 
secretary. x 

Meanwhile,  the  writer  of  the  letter  upon  which  the  complaint  . 
against  the  New  Zealand  government  was  based  had  ascertained 


w  Com.  Pap.  1847-48,  v.  43,  pp.  *  Com.  Pap.  1867-68,  v.  48,  pp. 
624-670.  Denison’s  Viceregal  Life,  495-500. 
v.  1,  pp.  74,  97. 
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that  his  censures  were  unfounded  ;  and  he  wrote  to  the  war  office,  Sir  G. 

desiring  to  withdraw  his  hasty  and  ill-considered  charges.  But  Grey 

Governor  Grey  was  of  opinion  that  stricter  regulations  were  corn- 

necessary,  in  order  to  prevent  vexatious  and  unjustifiable  complaints  plaints  to 

from  being  received  and  entertained  by  the  Imperial  authorities,  Imperial 
o  **  autnori- 

without  the  knowledge  of  the  governor,  and  without  his  being  tieg_ 

afforded  previous  opportunity  of  refuting  them.  He  therefore 
accompanied  his  apology  by  a  separate  despatch  of  the  same  date 
(Feb.  1,  1867),  wherein  he  called  the  attention  of  the  colonial 
secretary  to  the  evasion  of  the  spirit  of  the  rule  of  her  Majesty’s 
colonial  service,  which  prohibits  complaints  against  a  governor  to  be 
made  otherwise  than  through  the  governor  himself.  He  also  pointed 
out  the  irregularity  of  permitting  military  officers  on  active  service 
in  a  colony  to  report  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  war  direct  upon 
matters  which  concern  the  local  government,  and  without  their 
knowledge.  On  Aug.  2,  1867,  the  legislative  council  of  New 
Zealand  voted  a  resolution  of  thanks  to  the  governor,  ‘for  the 
prompt  and  able  manner  in  which  he  has  vindicated  the  honour  of 
the  government  of  New  Zealand  from  the  unfounded  charges  made 
against  it  ’  on  this  occasion  ;  and  at  the  same  time  they  resolved 
that  ‘  the  mode  of  correspondence  which  has  been  adopted,  and  the 
course  generally  which  has  been  pursued,’  by  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment  in  this  matter,  were  calculated  to  impair  the  authority  of  the 
governor,  and  to  act  prejudicially  as  well  to  her  Majesty  s  service  as 
to  her  New  Zealand  subjects.  These  resolutions  were  duly  for¬ 
warded  to  the  secretary  of  state,  to  be  laid  before  the  Queen.  The 
house  of  representatives  of  the  colony  agreed  to  similar  resolutions, 
and  to  an  address  to  the  Queen,  which  emphatically  complained  of 
a  practice  that  had  grown  up  in  some  of  the  Imperial  departments 
of  state,  of  receiving  letters  from  Imperial  officers  in  the  colony, 
impugning  the  conduct  of  the  governor  and  his  advisers,  all  know¬ 
ledge  of  which  had  been  withheld  from  the  governor  himself,  and 
which  made  further  representations,,  that  were  humbly  submitted  to 
her  Majesty’s  consideration.  In  reply,  the  colonial  secretary  acknow¬ 
ledged  the  receipt  of  these  papers,  but  stated  that  her  Majesty  had 
not  thought  fit  to  give  any  directions  concerning  themA  Subse¬ 
quently,  however,  clear  and  satisfactory  regulations  were  established, 
in  regard  to  military  and  naval  correspondence  in  the  colonies, 
which  will  prevent  the  recurrence  of  the  evils  complained  of  by  the 
New  Zealand  government  and  legislature,  and  will  at  all  times 
suffice  to  uphold  the  dignity  and  authority  of  the  governor,  as 


y  Com.  Pap.  1867-68,  v.  48,  500-520,  and  see  Rusden,  Hist.  N 
Zealand,  v.  2,  p.  355. 
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representing  the  sovereign,  in  every  colony  of  the  empire.2  During 
the  progress  of  the  Kaffir  insurrection,  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope, 
in  1878,  these  new  regulations  were  duly  observed  by  the  Imperial 
military  authorities  employed  therein,  with  the  most  gratifying 
results. a 

In  1865,  the  assembly  of  the  colony  of  Victoria  endeavoured  to 
pass  a  new  customs  tariff,  which  embodied  the  principle  of  protec¬ 
tion  to  native  industry,  to  which  it  was  known  that  a  majority  in 
the  legislative  council  was  opposed,  by  tacking  the  same  to  the 
annual  appropriation  bill.  The  legislative  council,  being  debarred 
by  the  constitutional  act  from  amending  a  bill  of  supply,  rejected, 
by  ‘  laying  aside 5  the  whole  measure ;  previously  endeavouring, 
though  unsuccessfully,  by  means  of  a  conference,  to  obtain  an 
opportunity  of  expressing  an  unfettered  judgment  on  the  tariff 
question.  Accordingly,  the  legislature  was  prorogued,  without 
either  the  grant  of  supplies  or  the  enactment  of  the  tariff.  The 
difficulties  which  arose  out  of  these  proceedings  were  undoubtedly 
brought  on  by  an  overstrained  exercise  of  their  powers,  on  the  part 
of  both  the  deliberative  chambers,  and  should  have  been  met  by 
earnest  endeavours  on  the  part  of  the  governor  (Sir  Charles  Darling) 
to  induce  both  sides  to  agree  to  such  concessions  as  might  be  in 
accordance  with  the  true  spirit  of  the  constitution,  and  by  a  resolute 
determination  on  his  part  to  sanction  no  step  which  was  not  strictly 
authorised  by  law. 

But,  instead  of  adhering  to  this  constitutional  course,  the 
governor — with  no  desire  to  favour  any  particular  party  or  set  of 
men,  but  from  lack  of  firmness  and  discretion — yielded  to  the 
pressure  put  upon  him  by  his  ministers,  on  whose  advice  the 
assembly  had  acted  ;  sanctioned  the  levy  of  the  new  duties,  upon 
the  mere  resolution  of  the  assembly  ;  permitted  his  ministers  to 
contract  a  loan  with  a  bank  to  obtain  money  for  public  purposes; 
and  approved  of  the  payment  of  official  salaries  without  the  authority 
of  an  act  of  legislature.  In  justification  of  these  proceedings,  he 
pleaded  the  usage  of  the  Imperial  parliament,  and  the  extreme 
necessity  of  the  case.  But  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies 
(Mr.  Cardwell),  in  a  despatch  dated  Nov.  27,  1865,  severely  repri¬ 
manded  the  governor  for  these  doings.  He  showed  that  he  had 
misunderstood  the  Imperial  practice  ;  that  immediate  effect  was 
given  to  resolutions  of  the  House  of  Commons,  in  matters  of  supply 
and  taxation,  only  when  there  was  a  fair  presumption  that  the 


1  Col.  Reg.  1891,  Nos.  197-210. 
For  these  regulations,  see  post,  p, 
S72. 
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House  of  Lords  would  approve  of  the  same ;  and  that  if  they  should 
afterwards  disapprove,  by  rejecting  a  bill  based  on  the  resolutions 
in  question,  the  duties  collected  in  anticipation  of  their  agreement 
were  returned,  and  ceased  to  be  levied.  He  pointed  out  the 
irregularity  of  permitting  extraneous  provisions  to  be  included  in  a 
supply  bill  ;  and  of  government  incurring  pecuniary  obligations,  or 
expending  any  public  money  (except  under  circumstances  of  extreme 
public  necessity),  without  the  previous  authority  of  parliament. 
Finally,  the  colonial  secretary  declared  ‘  that  in  these  three 
respects,  in  collecting  duties  without  sanction  of  law,  in  con¬ 
tracting  a  loan  without  sanction  of  law,  and  in  paying  salaries 
Avifchout  sanction  of  law,  the  governor  had  departed  from  the 
principle  of  conduct  announced  by  himself  and  approved  by  the 
colonial  secretary — the  principle  of  rigid  adherence  to  the  law.  I 
deeply  regret  this.  The  Queen’s  representative  is  justified  in 
deferring  very  largely  to  his  constitutional  advisers  in  matters  of 
policy,  and  even  of  equity  ;  but  he  is  imperatively  bound  to  with¬ 
hold  the  Queen’s  authority  from  all  or  any  of  those  manifestly 
unlawful  proceedings  by  which  one  political  party,  or  one  member 
of  the  body-politic,  is  occasionally  tempted  to  endeavour  to  establish 
its  preponderance  over  another.  I  am  quite  sure  that  all  honest 
and  intelligent  colonists  will  concur  with  me  in  thinking  that  the 
powers  of  the  Crown  ought  never  to  be  used  to  authorise  or  facilitate 
any  act  which  is  required  for  an  immediate  political  purpose,  but  is 
forbidden  by  law.’  In  conclusion,  the  secretary  says  :  ‘  I  have  to 
instruct  you  in  this,  as  in  every  other  case,  to  conform  yourself 
strictly  to  the  line  of  conduct  which  the  law  prescribes.’ b 

In  a  later  despatch,  dated  February  26,  1866,  the  colonial  secre¬ 
tary  comments  upon  subsequent  acts  of  Governor  Darling,  wherein 
he  identified  himself  so  completely  with  his  ministers  in  their  illegal 
acts,  as  to  denounce  the  conduct  of  their  opponents  ;  viz.  of  certain 
ex-members  of  the  executive  council  who  had  petitioned  the  Queen* 
complaining  of  the  conduct  of  the  governor  in  sanctioning  the 
illegal  proceedings  of  his  ministers  in  a  most  unwarrantable  manner. 
He  observes  that  ‘  it  is  one  of  the  first  duties  of  the  Queen’s  repre¬ 
sentative  to  keep  himself  as  far  as  possible  aloof  from  and  above  all 
personal  conflicts.  He  should  always  so  conduct  himself  as  not  to 
be  precluded  from  acting  freely  with  those  whom  the  course  of 
parliamentary  proceedings  might  present  to  him  as  his  confidential 


b  Com.  Pap.  1866,  v.  50,  p.  695,  governor  of  New  South  Wales,  in 
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advisers.  While,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  his  duty  to  afford  to  his 
actual  advisers  all  fair  and  just  support,  consistently  with  the  ob¬ 
servance  of  the  law,  he  ought,  on  the  other  hand,  to  be  perfectly 
free  to  give  the  same  support  to  any  other  ministers  whom  it  may 
be  necessary  for  him  at  any  future  time  to  call  to  his  counsels.’  He 
adds  that  inasmuch  as  the  governor,  by  his  own  act,  had  placed 
himself  in  ‘  a  position  of  personal  antagonism  towards  almost  all 
those  whose  antecedents  point  them  out  as  most  likely  to  be  avail¬ 
able  in  the  event  of  any  change  of  ministry,’  it  is  impossible  that  he 
could  with  advantage  continue  to  conduct  the  government  of  the 
colony.  ‘  As  soon,  therefore,  as  your  convenience  will  admit  of 
your  leaving  the  colony,  I  should  wish  you  to  place  the  government 
in  the  hands  of  General  Carey,  whose  duty  it  will  be  to  administer 
it  until  your  successor  shall  be  appointed.  I  trust  that  no  occasion 
will  arise  in  which  it  will  be  clear  to  his  judgment  that  the  advice 
of  his  ministers  for  the  time  being  would  involve  a  violation  of  the 
law.  In  such  a  case,  it  would  doubtless  be  his  duty  to  refuse  com¬ 
pliance  and  to  endeavour  to  obtain  the  aid  of  other  ministers.  Her 
Majesty’s  government  have  no  wish  to  interfere  in  any  questions  of 
purely  colonial  policy,  and  only  desire  that  the  colony  shall  be 
governed  in  conformity  with  the  principles  of  responsible  and  con¬ 
stitutional  government,  subject  always  to  the  paramount  authority 
of  the  law.’  c 

At  this  juncture,  upon  the  advice  of  ministers  a  dissolution  of 
the  parliament  of  Victoria  took  place.  The  new  house  of  assembly 
gave  a  large  majority  to  ministers,  thereby  justifying  the  opinion 
frequently  expressed  by  Governor  Darling  to  the  secretary  of  state 
during  the  progress  of  this  painful  controversy,  that  an  appeal  to  the 
constituencies  would  not  tend  to  the  solution  of  the  difficulty  which 
had  arisen  between  the  two  houses,  or  warrant  him  in  taking  steps 
which  might  lead  to  the  removal  of  the  existing  ministry  from  power. d 

After  his  receipt  of  the  despatch  of  November  27,  1865,  above 
cited,  Governor  Darling  endeavoured,  as  far  as  possible,  to  retrace 
his  steps,  and  to  conform  to  the  instructions  of  her  Majesty’s 
government.  But  matters  had  gone  too  far.  His  ministers  took 
to  themselves  the  censure  officially  laid  upon  the  governor,  and  re¬ 
sented  the  action  of  the  colonial  secretary.  They  resigned  office  j 
not,  indeed,  with  special  reference  to  the  interference  of  the  Imperial 
government,  but  on  account  of  the  continued  resistance  of  the 
legislative  council  to  their  financial  measures.  But  the  efforts  to 
form  a  new  ministry,  which  should  bring  about  harmonious  relations 
between  the  two  houses,  proved  impracticable,  and  the  late  ministers 


c  Com.  Pap.  1866,  v.  50,  p.  701. 
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were  reinstated,  in  office.e  A  better  understanding,  however,  was 
at  length  arrived  at,  by  mutual  concessions  on  the  part  of  both 
houses,  and  before  the  departure  of  Sir  C.  Darling  he  had  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  knowing  that  the  long-continued  struggle  was,  for  a  time 
at  least,  at  an  end..f 

On  May  25,  1866,  ‘the  officer  administering  the  government  of 
Victoria  ’  was  notified  of  the  appointment  of  the  Hon.  H.  Manners 
Sutton  (afterwards  Lord  Canterbury)  to  succeed  Sir  C.  Darling  as 
governor  of  the  colony.  Mr.  Secretary  Cardwell  took  this  opportu¬ 
nity  to  reiterate  the  points  wherein  Sir  C.  Darling  had  failed  to 
fulfil  the  trust  committed  to  him  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Imperial 
government,  and  to  impress  upon  his  successor  the  necessity  of  care¬ 
fully  abstaining  from  any  illegitimate  use  of  the  powers  conferred 
upon  the  governor  by  the  Crown.  Before  his  departure  from  Eng¬ 
land,  Mr.  Manners  Sutton  would  have  an  opportunity  of  learning 
full  particulars  of  the  past  controversy  in  Victoria,  and  of  applying 
for  all  needful  instructions  for  his  future  guidance  from  her  Majesty’s 
government.  ‘  But  in  this,  as  in  every  case  in  which  the  working 
of  representative  institutions  is  in  issue,  the  ultimate  result  must 
rest  upon  the  forbearance,  the  judgment,  and  the  public  spirit  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  colony — and  more  especially  upon  the  wisdom 
and  temper  of  those  by  whom  the  deliberations  of  the  colony  are 
guided.’  & 

On  April  18  and  25,  1866,  on  the  eve  of  his  retirement  from 
Victoria,  Governor  Darling  addressed  despatches  to  the  secretary  of 
state,  containing  an  energetic  protest  against  the  injury  to  his  public 
character  involved  in  the  reasons  assigned  for  his  removal  from 
office,  and  expressing  his  intention  of  appealing  for  redress  to  the 
House  of  Commons.  At  the  same  time  he  forwarded  to  his  executive 
council  a  lengthy  official  minute  protesting  against  the  decision  of 
her  Majesty’s  government.  This  objectionable  proceeding  was 
noticed  in  a  despatch  from  the  colonial  secretary  to  Governor 
Manners  Sutton,  dated  June  25,  1866,  as  inconsistent  with  Sir  C. 
Darling’s  duty  while  still  holding  the  Queen’s  commission  as 
governor.11 

On  March  20,  1866,  a  debate  occurred  in  the  House  of  Commons 


e  Com.  Pap.  1866,  v.  50,  pp. 
709-793. 

f  16.  p.  796.  And  see  ib.  1867- 
68,  v.  48,  p.  635. 
e  Ib.  p.  779. 

h  Ib.  pp.  795-828 ;  ib.  1867,  v. 
49,  p.  557.  In  a  letter,  addressed 
to  the  Earl  of  Carnarvon  (Mr.  Card¬ 


well’s  successor  as  colonial  secre¬ 
tary),  dated  Hampton  Court,  Sept. 
12,  1866,  Sir  C.  Darling  explains 
why  he  had  taken  the  step  com¬ 
plained  of,  and  declares  that  he  had 
no  intention  to  contravene  esta¬ 
blished  rules.  (16.  p.  617.) 
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Sir  C.  upon  a  motion  for  papers  in  reference  to  the  ‘  dead-lock  ’  in  Victoria, 

Darlmg.  wherein  frequent  reference  was  made  to  the  despatches  written  by 

Mr.  Secretary  Cardwell  during  the  progress  of  this  protracted 
struggle,  and  to  the  reasons  which  occasioned  the  recall  of  Governor 
Darling.  The  result  of  this  discussion  was  ‘  to  draw  forth,  from 
every  quarter  of  the  house,  the  warmest  encomiums  on  the  course 
pursued  ’  by  the  colonial  secretary,  as  having  been  ‘  moderate,  wise, 
and  well  considered.’  In  this,  and  in  several  other  questions  of 
difficulty,  the  policy  of  the  secretary  of  state  ‘  had  been  such  as  to 
strengthen  the  influence  of  this  country  in  her  colonies,  and  to 
increase  the  confidence  of  the  colonies  in  the  mother  country.’ 1 

The  last  act  of  Sir  Charles  Darling,  previous  to  his  departure 
from  Victoria,  was  to  transmit  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies,  on  May  7,  1866,  numerous  petitions  from  inhabitants  of 
Victoria,  expressive  of  their  high  sense  of  the  tact  and  wisdom  dis¬ 
played  by  Governor  Darling  in  his  conduct  during  the  continuance 
of  the  crisis  occasioned  by  the  unhappy  differences  which  prevailed 
between  the  two  legislative  chambers  ;  deeply  regretting  his  recall, 
and  deprecating,  in  the  strongest  terms,  ‘  the  unnecessary  inter¬ 
ference  of  the  secretary  of  state  in  the  internal  affairs  of  the  colony.’ 
The  receipt  of  these  petitions  was  acknowledged,  in  a  despatch  to 
Governor  Manners  Sutton,  without  observation  or  comment.! 

On  May  16,  1866,  when  at  Sydney,  New  South  Wales— after 
having  transferred  the  government  of  Victoria  to  the  hands  of 
Brigadier- General  Carey,  pending  the  arrival  of  the  new  governor, 
Sir  J.  H.  Manners  Sutton — Sir  C.  Darling  addressed  a  letter  to  the 
secretary  of  state,  inclosing,  for  presentation  to  the  Queen,  a  humble 
petition  that  her  Majesty  would  be  graciously  pleased  to  appoint  a 
tribunal  before  which  the  whole  of  his  conduct  as  governor  of 
Victoria,  but  especially  that  part  of  it  upon  which  the  alleged 
reasons  for  his  recall  were  based,  might  be  subjected  to  the  strictest 
investigation.  Upon  his  arrival  in  England,  Sir  C.  Darling,  in 
various  letters  to  the  newly-appointed  colonial  secretary  (Earl 
Carnarvon)  reiterated  this  request.  In  reply  thereto,  Sir  G  Darling 
was  repeatedly  informed  that  his  recall  having  been  sanctioned  by 
her  Majesty,  on  the  advice  of  the  late  government,  Lord  Carnarvon 


‘  Hans.  D.  v.  182,  p.  G21.  See 
Sir  C.  Darling’s  letter  to  Lord  Car¬ 
narvon,  of  Sept.  11,  1866,  in  reply 
to  certain  statements  made  by  Mr. 
Secretary  Cardwell,  in  the  course  of 
this  debate.  Com.  Pap.  1867,  v.  49, 
p.  611.  But  in  a  later  debate,  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  on  May  8, 1868, 


the  Duke  of  Argyll  stated  that  Sir 
C.  Darling’s  recall,  by  Mr.  Secretary 
Cardwell,  ‘  was  assented  to,  not  only 
by  his  own  party,  but  by  all  parties 
in  both  Houses  of  Parliament.’ 
Hans.  D.  v.  191,  p.  1976. 
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could  not  entertain  the  present  appeal,  or  advise  a  compliance 
therewith.  ‘  As  to  the  effect  which  such  a  sustained  decision  may 
have  upon  your  eligibility  for  a  future  appointment,  or  upon  your 
retiring  pension,  his  lordship  will  be  ready,  whenever  these  questions 
arise,  to  take  that  view  of  your  long  services  to  the  Crown,  and 
your  general  qualifications,  which  may  best  combine  a  due  regard 
for  the  public  service  with  your  private  interests.’ k 

Subsequently,  Sir  C.  Darling  claimed  the  right  of  appealing  to 
the  Imperial  parliament  for  redress.  Ministers  declined  to  pledge 
themselves  not  to  oppose  the  appeal ;  but  agreed  to  an  address  for 
papers  on  the  case.  Neither  house  took  action  on  the  papers.1 

A  review  of  tlie  further  proceedings  arising  out  of 
tlie  recall  of  Sir  Charles  Darling-  from  the  government 
of  Victoria  will  lead  us  to  the  consideration  of  another 
important  principle  which  has  been  established  by  her 
Majesty’s  government  in  reference  to  colonial  gover¬ 
nors  ;  viz.  the  rule  which  forbids  them  to  accept,  for 
themselves  or  their  family,  any  pecuniary  or  valuable 
present  from  the  colony  over  which  they  have  presided. 

On  May  3,  1866,  a  select  committee  of  the  legislative  assem¬ 
bly  of  Victoria,  appointed  to  prepare  a  farewell  address  to  his 
excellency  Sir  C.  Darling,  and  to  report  in  reference  to  his  removal 
from  office,  agreed  to  recommend  that  a  parliamentary  grant  of 
twenty  thousand  pounds  be  made  to  Lady  Darling,  for  her  separate 
use,  in  consideration  of  the  services  which  his  excellency  had 
rendered  in  the  administration  of  the  government  of  the  colony, 
‘from  which  he  has  been  recalled  for  political  reasons  only,  and 
seeing  that  his  removal  will  entail  upon  his  family  very  heavy 
pecuniary  loss.’  Immediately  upon  being  informed  of  this  recom¬ 
mendation,  Governor  Darling  sent  a  message  to  the  assembly,  to 
intimate  that  his  family  would  not  feel  at  liberty  to  accept  the 
bounty  of  the  parliament  and  people  of  Victoria  until  it  shall  be 
known  whether  her  Majesty  has  any  commands  to  signify  therein, 
and  until  the  governor  shall  have  petitioned  the  Queen  for  an  in¬ 
vestigation  into  his  conduct  in  office.  The  assembly,  however, 
proceeded  at  once  to  vote  an  address  to  the  Queen,  praying  her  to 


k  Com.  Pap.  1867,  v.  49,  pp.  597,  in  1849  and  1850;  and  the  inquiry 
610,  651,  664.  into  conduct  of  ex-Governor  Hincks 

1  lb.  pp.  665,  667 ;  see  also  the  in  British  Guiana.  Ib.  1871,  v.  20, 
case  of  Lord  Torrington,  governor  p.  487  ;  1872,  v.  43,  p.  3. 
of  Ceylon,  discussed  in  Parliament 
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sanction  the  acceptance  of  the  proposed  grant  to  Lady  Darling  ; 
and  the  same  was  duly  forwarded  after  Sir  C.  Darling’s  departure, 
through  the  officer  administering  the  government  of  the  colony."1 

On  September  12  and  15,  and  on  October  15,  17,  and  20,  1866, 
Sir  C.  Darling,  having  learnt  that  the  Yictoria  assembly  had  voted 
the  aforesaid  address,  made  application  to  the  secretary  of  state 
urgently  soliciting  that  no  official  obstacle  might  be  interposed  to 
prevent  his  wife  from  accepting  the  proposed  grant,  as  the  result 
of  his  recall  had  been  to  reduce  him  almost  to  a  state  of  poverty. 
In  reply,  Sir  Charles  was  informed  that  the  Crown  could  not  be 
advised  to  sanction  the  literal  or  substantial  violation  of  the  rule 
which  declares  that  a  governor  should  not  receive  pecuniary  or 
valuable  presents  from  the  inhabitants  of  the  colony  over  which  he 
presides,  either  during  the  continuance  of  his  service,  or  on  leaving 
it ;  and  which  rule  has  always  been  rigidly  enforced.  ‘  It  is  plain 
that  such  a  rule  would  be  merely  nugatory  if  it  were  held  that  what 
the  governor  was  precluded  from  receiving  might  properly  be  given 
to  his  wife.’  It  is  impossible  that  the  acceptance  of  the  proposed 
gift  should  be  regarded  otherwise  than  as  a  final  relinquishment  by 
Sir  C.  Darling  of  her  Majesty’s  service,  and  of  all  the  emoluments 
or  expectations  attaching  to  it.  An  answer,  to  the  same  effect,  was 
sent  through  the  governor,  in  reply  to  the  aforesaid  address  of  the 
legislative  assembly.11 

The  rule  in  question  first  appears  in  the  revised 
edition  of  the  Colonial  Regulations,  issued  in  1843 
(No.  18),  in  the  following  words  :  A  colonial  governor 
‘  is  prohibited  from  receiving  or  giving  presents  on  his 
own  account.’  In  the  new  edition  of  the  Regulations, 
issued  in  1891  (No.  39),  this  rule  is  thus  enlarged  : 
‘  He  is  prohibited  from  receiving  presents,  pecuniary 
or  valuable,  from  the  inhabitants  of  the  colony,  or  any 
class  of  them,  during  the  continuance  of  his  office  ;  and 
from  giving  such  presents ;  and  this  rule  is  to  be 
equally  observed  on  leaving  his  office.’  Following  it 
is  another,  which  provides  that  ‘  in  cases  where  money 
has  been  subscribed,  with  a  view  of  marking  public 
approbation  of  the  governor’s  conduct,  it  may  be  dedi¬ 
cated  to  objects  of  general  utility,  and  connected  with 

m  Com.  Pap.  1867,  v.  49,  pp.  559,  585. 
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tlie  name  of  the  person  who  lias  merited  such  a  proof 
of  the  general  esteem.’ 

‘  The  principle  is,  that  no  governor  shall  he  allowed 
to  expose  himself  to  the  temptation  which  may  arise 
from  expecting  beneficial  donations  from  the  colonists, 
or  any  section  of  them,  or  to  the  suspicions  which  arise 
from  his  acceptance  of  such  donations.  Whether  they 
are  made  directly  to  himself,  or  in  trust  for  him,  or  to 
some  member  of  his  family,  so  that  he  may  have  the 
enjoyment  of  them,  is  obviously  immaterial.’  But, 
while  the  reasons  for  this  prohibition  are  self-evident, 
it  has  been  officially  explained  £  that  they  rest  on  no 
considerations  affecting  the  honour  of  gentlemen  selected 
by  the  Crown  to  fill  situations  of  this  high  importance, 
but  on  the  necessity  of  preserving  them,  in  the  eyes  of 
the  public,  free  from  all  suspicion.  These  reasons 
apply  to  the  receipt  of  presents  of  the  same  description 
by  a  governor  on  leaving  his  office  with  scarcely  less 
force  than  during  its  continuance.  And,  although  her 
Majesty’s  government  cannot  exercise  any  direct  control 
over  the  actions  of  gentlemen  on  the  point  of  leaving 
the  public  service,  they  feel  it  their  duty  to  record  this 
opinion,  and  to  express  their  hope  that  it  may  be  acted 
on  as  a  general  rule.’ 0 

On  April  17,  1867,  Sir  C.  Darling  wrote  the  secretary  of  state 
for  the  colonies  (the  Duke  of  Buckingham)  that,  compelled  by  the 
increasing  pressure  of  painful  circumstances,  Lady  Darling  had 
decided  to  accept  the  proposed  grant  from  the  legislative  assembly 
of  Victoria,  and  that,  therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  his  grace’s  predecessor  in  office,  Sir  C.  Darling  finally  re¬ 
linquished  the  colonial  service,  and  all  the  emoluments  or  expectations 
attaching  to  it.  This  determination  was,  at  his  request,  made  known 
to  the  governor  of  Victoria.? 

Whereupon  his  responsible  advisers — who  had  hitherto  refrained 
from  urging  any  steps  to  give  effect  to  the  known  desire  of  the 
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legislative  assembly  to  indemnify  Sir  C.  Darling,  through  his  wife, 
for  his  losses,  in  being  recalled  from  the  government  of  the  colony, 
without  receiving  a  pension  or  other  compensation  for  past  services 
- — recommended  Governor  Manners  Sutton  to  authorise,  by  message, 
the  initiation  of  a  grant  of  twenty  thousand  pounds  to  Lady  Darling, 
in  accordance  with  the  address  of  the  assembly,  dated  May  9,  1866. 
Deeming  his  consent  to  this  recommendation  to  be  merely  ‘  a  formal 
act,’  necessary  in  order  to  afford  to  the  assembly  a  constitutional 
opportunity  of  discussing  the  expediency  of  the  grant,  and  not  to  be 
regarded  as  implying  any  personal  opinion  with  respect  to  the  policy 
of  the  proposal,  the  governor  at  once  acted  upon  this  advice;  and  on 
July  23,  1867,  additional  estimates,  including  the  proposed  vote  to 
Lady  Darling,  were  transmitted  to  the  assembly,  agreed  to  by  that 
house,  and  included  in  the  appropriation  bill.i 

The  legislative  council,  however,  took  exception  to  this  vote, 
and  on  account  of  it  they  rejected  the  appropriation  bill.  This 
renewal  of  the  embarrassments  of  previous  years  was  regarded  by 
ministers  as  an  attempt,  on  the  part  of  the  legislative  council,  to 
obtain,  by  indirect  means,  co-ordinate  power  with  the  assembly  in 
dealing  with  the  finances  of  the  country.  They  did  not,  under  ex¬ 
isting  circumstances,  consider  it  advisable  to  recommend  an  appeal 
to  the  people  by  a  dissolution  of  parliament,  but  agreed  to  advise  an 
early  prorogation,  for  a  short  period,  so  that  at  the  re-assembling  of 
parliament  another  opportunity  might  be  afforded  to  the  legislative 
council  of  considering  the  appropriation  bill.  The  governor  was 
unwilling  to  accede  to  this  proposal.  He  intimated  that  he  would 
rather,  at  once,  place  himself  constitutionally  in  communication  with 
those  who  had  induced  the  legislative  council  to  take  this  step. 
Acting  upon  this  suggestion,  the  ministry  resigned.  The  governor 
then  applied  first  to  one,  and  afterwards  to  anothei’,  prominent 
member  of  the  legislative  council,  to  assist  him  with  their  advice 
under  the  unusual  circumstances  which  had  arisen.  He  did  not 
invite  either  of  these  gentlemen  to  become  ‘  a  minister  ;  ’  neither  did 
he  adopt  this  ‘  unusual  course  ’  ‘  because  he  desired  to  give  to  one 
political  party  a  victory  over  the  other,  or  to  imply  official  or  per¬ 
sonal  favour  or  disfavour  for  either,  but  because  his  advisers  were 
admittedly  and  confessedly  disabled,  by  the  rejection  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  from  conducting  the  administration  of  public  affairs, 
as  regards  the  satisfaction  of  pecuniary  claims  upon  the  government, 
in  the  usual  and  strictly  constitutional  manner.’  Moreover,  the 
governor  was  not  prepared  to  commission  any  gentleman  to  form  a 
new  government  until  lie  was  previously  satisfied  that  that  step  would 
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remove,  or  mitigate,  existing  embarrassments,  as  well  as  afford  a 
prospect  of  restoring  harmonious  action  in  the  legislature.  The  first 
member  of  the  legislative  council  who  was  thus  invited  to  advise 
with  the  governor  in  this  emergency  declined  to  act,  because  he  con¬ 
sidered  that  he  was  thereby  asked  to  act  as  the  governor’s  ‘  le-ml  ’ 
and  not  as  his  ‘  constitutional  ’  adviser.  The  other  legislative  coun¬ 
cillor  with  greater  propriety,  and  with  a  higher  appreciation  of  the 
constitutional  rights  of  a  governor  in  a  public  emergency,1-  agreed 
to  put  himself  into  communication  with  leading  members  of  "both 
houses,  with  a  a  iew  to  a  settlement  of  existing  embarrassments  ; 
but  his  efforts  proved  unsuccessful.  Whereupon  his  excellency 
reinstated  in  their  former  position,  as  his  responsible  advisers,  the 
administration  whose  resignations  were  still  in  his  hands,  but  who, 
at  his  request,  had  continued  to  hold  office  until  their  successors 
should  be  appointed.8 

Agreeably  to  the  advice  tendered  to  him  before  their  resignation, 
and  repeated  upon  their  resumption  of  office,  the  governor  prorogued 
the  legislature  for  eight  clays ;  temporary  arrangements  being  agreed 
to  meanwhile,  to  meet  pressing  current  expenditure.  The  governor’s 
course  in  this  crisis,  though  it  was  not  universally  approved,  was 
actuated  by  a  desire  ‘to  combine  with  strict  obedience  to  the  law, 
and  an  abstinence  from  any  act  which  might  be  regarded  as  evincing 
personal  or  political  favour  or  disfavour  of  a  particular  political 
party,  a  moderating  influence  with  both.’  This  line  of  conduct  in 
the  difficult  position  in  which  he  was  placed  was  regarded  by  the 
colonial  secretary  as  evincing  a  sound  discretion,  and  he  was  en¬ 
couraged  to  persevere  in  the  course  of  entire  neutrality  which  lie  had 
hitherto  observed  ;  1  not  taking  part  with  one  side  or  the  other  in  a 
controversy  which  must  be  locally  decided.  It  is  for  the  colonial 
legislature  to  discover,  by  common  consent,  some  mode  by  which 
the  present  state  of  things  can  be  put  an  end  to,’  before  it  ‘  results 
in  discredit  to  the  colony  and  injury  to  the  public  interest.’4 

Parliament  was  re-assembled  on  September  18.  Ministers,  how¬ 
ever,  would  not  consent  to  abate  the  claims  of  the  assembly  to 
include  the  proposed  grant  to  Lady  Darling  as  an  item  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill ;  and  the  governor  did  not  hesitate  to  recommend  the 
concurrence  of  the  legislative  council  to  this  grant  in  a  special 
message  to  that  house.  Otherwise,  he  refrained  from  interference 
in  a  matter  which  ought  to  be  settled  between  the  two  chambers, 
and  which  it  did  not  belong  to  the  governor  to  determine.  But  the 


r  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p.  032-654. 
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council,  on  the  other  hand,  adhered  to  their  own  opinions,  and  again 
rejected  the  appropriation  bill,  because  the  obnoxious  grant  was 
inserted  therein.  This  left  ministers  no  alternative  but  to  advise  a 
dissolution  of  parliament,  with  a  view  to  a  final  decision  of  the  people 
upon  the  question  at  issue  between  the  two  houses. 

The  governor  accepted  this  advice.  Had  it  been  possible  instead 
to  try  the  experiment  of  a  change  of  ministry,  with  any  prospect  of 
success,  he  would  not  have  hesitated  to  adopt  this  course  in  prefer¬ 
ence.  ‘  But  the  displacement  of  ministers,  supported  continuously 
by  a  majority  of  the  lower  house,  is  a  step  which  could  not  properly 
be  taken  by  the  governor  without  a  fair  prospect  at  least  of  that 
success  by  which  alone,  as  is  admitted  by  all  constitutional  authori¬ 
ties,  such  an  exceptional  exercise  of  the  prerogative  can  alone  be 
justified.’  But,  under  existing  circumstances,  the  governor  had  no 
reason  to  believe  that  a  change  of  ministry  would  have  produced 
harmony  or  co-operation  between  the  two  legislative  chambers.11 

The  prorogation  took  place  on  November  8.  It  would  have  been 
immediately  followed  by  the  dissolution,  but  for  the  exceptional 
circumstance  of  the  impending  arrival  in  the  colony  of  his  Royal 
Highness  the  Duke  of  Edinburgh,  which  made  it  undesirable  to 
disturb,  by  an  election  contest,  the  joyful  welcome  and  unanimous 
gratification  of  the  people  in  such  an  auspicious  event.  The  dis¬ 
solution  of  parliament  occurred  on  December  30.  It  resulted  in 
the  return  of  a  large  majority  of  members  in  support  of  the 
administration. v 

And  here  it  should  be  stated  that  the  legislative  council  based 
their  repeated  rejection  of  the  appropriation  bill,  which  included 
the  objectionable  grant  to  Lady  Darling,  not  merely  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  an  attempt,  on  the  part  of  the  assembly,  to  coerce  them 
to  agree  to  an  extraordinary  expenditure  of  which  they  disapproved, 
but  also  because,  in  their  opinion,  no  such  grant  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  colonial  parliament,  as  it  was  an  attempt  to  reward 
an  Imperial  officer  who  had  been  recalled  by  the  Crown  from  his 
government,  and  thereby  a  substantial  evasion  of  the  Imperial 
regulations  affecting  public  servants.  This  view  was  an  implied 
condemnation  of  the  action  of  the  governor  in  recommending  the 
proposed  grant  to  the  consideration  of  parliament.  The  colonial 
secretary,  however,  though  of  opinion  that  the  regulation  in  question 
ought  to  be  upheld  in  its  full  meaning,  and  that  its  breach  must  be 
injurious,  did  not  consider  that  the  proposed  grant,  whatever  might 
be  thought  of  its  policy  or  propriety,  was  ‘so  clear  and  unmistakable 
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a  violation  of  the  existing  rule  as  to  call  for  the  extreme  measure  of 
forbidding  the  governor  to  be  party,  under  the  advice  of  his  respon¬ 
sible  ministers,  to  those  formal  acts  which  are  necessary  to  bring 
the  grant  under  the  consideration  of  the  local  parliament/ 

The  new  parliament  was  summoned  to  meet  on  March  13,  1868, 
and  ministers  were  prepared  to  recommend  the  inclusion,  in  the 
estimates  to  be  submitted  by  message  from  the  governor,  of  the 
proposed  grant  to  Lady  Darling  ;  and  there  could  be  no  doubt  that 
this  vote  when  passed  would  have  been  included  in  the  appropriation 
bill,  and  thus  sent  up  for  the  concurrence  of  the  other  house.  But, 
at  this  juncture,  the  governor  received  a  despatch  from  the  secretary 
of  state,  dated  January  1 ,  which,  while  it  expressed  no  disapproval 
of  the  course  hitherto  taken  by  the  governor,  under  the  very  em¬ 
barrassing  circumstances  wherein  he  was  placed,  regretted  that  the 
legislativ  e  assembly  should  have  thought  it  advisable  to  include  in 
the  appropriation  bill  a  grant  exceptional  in  its  character,  and 
notoriously  obnoxious  to  a  majority  of  the  upper  house,  instead  of 
sending  up  that  grant  in  a  form  in  which  it  might  have  been  fully 
and  freely  discussed.  And,  without  positively  directing  thegovernor 
to .  adopt  in  future  a  different  course,  the  despatch  conveyed  ‘  the 
opinion  of  her  Majesty’s  government  that  the  Queen’s  representative 
ought  not  to  be  made  the  instrument  of  enabling  one  branch  of  the 
legislature  to  coerce  the  other ;  and,  therefore,  that  [he]  ought  not 
again  to  recommend  the  vote  to  the  acceptance  of  the  legislature, 
under  the  fifty-seventh  article  of  the  Constitution  Act,  except  on  a 
clear  understanding  that  it  will  be  brought  before  the  legislative 
council,  in  a  manner  which  will  enable  them  to  exercise  their  dis¬ 
cretion  respecting  it,  without  the  necessity  of  throwing  the  colony 
into  confusion.’ x 

The  receipt  of  this  despatch,  and  its  communication  to  the 
governors  constitutional  advisers,  introduced  a  new  element  of 
difficulty  into  the  question  at  issue.  Ministers  had  pledged  them¬ 
selves  to  their  constituents  to  insist  on  the  exclusive  rights  of  the 
assembly  in  matters  of  finance ;  and  they  resented  any  attempt,  on 
the  part  of  the  Imperial  government,  to  abridge  the  discretion  of  the 
assembly  as  to  the  form  of  its  grants  to  the  Crown  as  a  departure 
from  the  previous  understanding,  ‘that  the  controversy  must  be 
locally  decided.’  While  ministers  were  prepared  to  admit  that  no 
course  coercive  of  the  other  house  ‘  should  be  taken  by  the  assembly 
which  is  not  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  its  rightful  control 


Com.  Pap.  1867-68,  v.  48,  pp.  see,  to  the  same  effect,  the  despatch 
C63,  678.  And  see  ib.  1878,  v.  56,  of  Feb.  1,  1868  ( ib .  p.  678),  and  the 
P-  715-  debate  in  the  House  of  Lords,  of 
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over  all  matters  of  public  finance,  and  which  would  not  be  taken  by 
the  House  of  Commons  in  the  like  case,  they  are  bound  to  declare 
that  the  interference  of  the  Crown,  in  a  matter  so  completely  within 
the  discretion  of  the  assembly  as  the  form  of  a  bill  of  supply,  cannot 
be  justified  by  precedent,  and  threatens  the  existence  of  responsible 
government  in  this  country.’  And,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  that 
the  governor  would  not  feel  it  consistent  with  his  duty  to  the  Crown 
to  accept  the  advice  of  his  ministers  upon  the  subject  of  the  grant 
to  Lady  Darling,  without  an  understanding  that,  if  the  appropriation 
bill  be  rejected,  it  shall  not  again  be  submitted  in  that  form  to  the 
council,  ministers  decided  to  resign.  His  excellency  accepted  their 
resignation,  and  then  put  himself  into  communication  successively 
with  various  gentlemen,  all  of  the  opposite  political  party.  These 
negotiations  failed,  because  the  governor  would  not  pledge  himself 
beforehand  to  grant  them  a  dissolution,  under  certain  hypothetical 
conditions.  The  governor  then  sought  the  help  of  a  former  supporter 
of  the  retiring  administration,  who  undertook  to  construct  a  new 
ministry.^  This  attempt  likewise  failed.  But  afterwards,  Mr. 
.Sladen  was  induced  to  accept  the  trust,  and  he  succeeded.  He 
took  office  with  the  understanding  that  the  views  entertained  by 
the  secretary  of  state,  with  respect  to  the  form  in  which  the  proposed 
grant  should  be  submitted  for  the  approbation  of  the  legislative 
council,  should  be  carried  out,  and  that  the  grant  should  be  em¬ 
bodied  in  a  separate  bill,  and  not  included  in  the  appropriation  act. 

The  policy  of  the  Sladen  administration  was  exemplified  in  the 
tenor  of  the  speech  from  the  throne  upon  the  opening  of  parliament 
on  May  29,  1868,  wherein  ministers  had  refrained  from  advising  any 
recommendation  in  regard  -to  the  grant  to  Lady  Darling  to  be 
included.  But  the  supporters  of  the  late  administration  determined 
.at  once  to  take  the  sense  of  the  assembly  upon  the  constitutional 
question  involved  in  this  new  policy,  by  moving  an  amendment  to 
the  address  in  answer  to  the  speech,  which,  after  recapitulating  the 
faets  of  the  case,  declared  that  the  proposal  of  her  Majesty’s  Imperial 
advisers,  above-mentioned,  upon  a  question  which  they  had  admitted 
‘  must  be  locally  decided,’  was  a  violation  of  the  constitutional  rights 
of  the  legislative  assembly,  and  a  dangerous  infringement  of  the 
fundamental  principles  of  responsible  government ;  and,  furthermore, 
asserting  that  the  assembly  reserved  for  its  own  determination  the 
question  of  the  form  of  the  grant  to  Lady  Darling,  and  would  with¬ 
hold  its  confidence  from  any  ministry  that  would  not  give  full  and 
immediate  effect  to  its  decision  in  respect  to  that  grant.  This 
amendment  was  agreed  to,  and  embodied  in  the  address  to  the 
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governor.  In  reply,  his  excellency  pointed  out  that  lie  was  bound 
to  adhere  to  his  instructions  from  the  Crown ;  but  that  he  had  not 
been  required,  and  had  no  desire,  to  interfere  with  the  constitutional 
right  of  the  assembly  to  choose  the  form  in  which  they  would 
submit  to  the  council  the  result  of  their  deliberations  in  any  matter 
of  supply.  Recognising  that  this  question  ought  to  be  locally 
decided,  and  in  pursuance  of  his  instructions  to  observe  a  neutral 
position  in  this  controversy  between  the  two  houses,  the  governor 
was  prepared  to  acquiesce  in  any  settlement  of  the  question  that 
could  receive  the  concurrence  of  the  three  branches  of  the  legislature. 

Accepting  this  assurance  from  the  governor,  the  assembly, 
nevertheless,  oh  June  9,  1868,  voted  a  want  of  confidence  in  the 
new  ministry — because  they  had  not  as  yet  informed  the  house  that 
they  were  prepared  to  advise  an  immediate  grant  to  Lady  Darling, 
and  because  they  had  refused  to  support  the  inclusion  of  such  a 
grant  in  the  appropriation  bill.  This  vote  caused  the  resignation  of 
the  Sladen  ministry,  and  the  return  to  power  of  Mr.  McCulloch. 

Fortunately,  at  this  juncture,  this  protracted  controversy  was 
terminated  by  the  act  of  Sir  C.  Darling  himself,  who  sought  and 
obtained  permission  from  the  secretary  of  state  to  withdraw  his  re¬ 
linquishment  of  the  colonial  service  of  the  Crown,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  been  under  a  misapprehension  as  to  the  views  enter¬ 
tained  by  her  Majesty’s  government,  in  regard  to  the  acceptance  by 
Lady  Darling  of  the  proposed  grant,  after  he  should  have  retired 
from  the  public  service.  This  unqualified  and  unconditional  with¬ 
drawal  of  his  previous  decision  justified  the  Imperial  government  in 
conferring  upon  Sir  C.  Darling  a  retiring  allowance  as  an  ex¬ 
governor.  But,  as  a  condition  upon  the  acceptance  of  this  with¬ 
drawal,  Sir  C.  Darling  was  required  to  write,  for  the  information  of 
the  Victoria  government,  a  letter  intimating  his  inability,  under 
these  circumstances,  to  accept  either  for  himself  or  his  wife  the 
proposed  grant  of  twenty  thousand  pounds.  This  correspondence 
was  laid  before  the  Victoria  parliament ;  whereupon,  the  long-con¬ 
tinued  dead-lock  between  the  two  houses  came  to  an  end.2 

In  a  debate  in  the  House  of  Lords  upon  this  question,  which 
took  place  on  May  8,  1868,  just  before  it  was  brought  to  a  happy 
termination,  the  secretary  of  state  was  blamed,  by  some  eminent 

2  Com.  Pap.  1867-  68,  v.  48,  pp.  1870,  he  died.  The  Victoria  parlia- 
695-704.  Victoria  Leg.  Coun.  Jour,  ment  then,  upon  a  message  from 
1868,  p.  105,  App.  A.  1.  Leg.  Assem.  the  governor,  passed  an  Act,  con- 
Votes  and  Proc.  1868,  v.  1,  Aj^p.  B.  ferring  a  pension  of  ±T,000  per 
Sir  C.  Darling  was  afterwards  al-  annum  upon  his  widow,  and  making 
lowed  a  civil  service  pension  of  provision  for  his  four  orphan  chil- 
£1,000  per  annum,  commencing  dren.  Acts  1870,  No.  362. 
from  Oct.  24, 1866.  B ut  in  January, 
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statesmen,  for  not  having  interposed  to  prevent  the  governor  from 
allowing  the  vote  to  be  submitted  to  the  legislature  ;  at  any  rate,  as 
a  part  of  the  bill  of  supply.  But,  practically,  the  governor  would 
have  been  powerless  to  enforce  such  a  restriction,  in  the  face  of  the 
great  preponderance  of  opinion  in  favour  of  the  grant,  both  in  the 
assembly  and  in  the  country  generally.  The  first  stage  in  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  at  which  the  governor  could  have  suitably  interposed  to 
prevent  any  such  grant,  in  a  question  of  this  kind,  was  after  the 
bill,  which  he  formally  initiated,  had  passed  both  houses.  He 
might  then,  under  his  instructions,  have  reserved  the  bill  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Crown,  as  it  involved  a  principle  affecting  one 
who  had  served  as  an  Imperial  officer,  and  in  that  capacity  had  in¬ 
gratiated  himself  with  the  supporters  of  the  measure.  But  if,  in  the 
first  instance,  the  governor  had  resorted  to  his  extreme  right  of  for¬ 
bidding  the  initiation  of  the  vote,  he  would  have  turned  the  dispute 
from  a  constitutional  issue  raised  between  the  legislative  chambers, 
as  to  the  appropriate  limits  of  their  respective  powers  and  privileges 
— which  shape  it  finally  assumed — into  a  deplorable  contest  between 
the  colony  and  the  Crown.8, 

In  the  Commons,  early  in  May,  1868,  Sir  Bounded  Palmer  gave 
notice  of  a  vote  of  censure  upon  the  government  for  permitting  the 
governor,  notwithstanding  Sir  C.  Darling’s  retirement  from  the 
service,  to  sanction  the  initiation  of  a  pecuniary  grant  in  his  favour. 
The  principle  intended  to  be  asserted  in  this  motion  was,  that 
grants  of  money  to  retiring  governors  of  colonies,  by  colonial  as¬ 
semblies  (unless  proposed  with  the  spontaneous  approval  of  the 
Crown,  on  grounds  of  public  service,  recognised  as  exceptional  and 
meritorious  by  the  Crown  as  well  as  by  the  assembly),  are  not  only 
inconsistent  with  the  regulations  of  the  service,  but  are  subversive 
of  the  true  relations  between  the  colonies  and  the  empire,  and  ought 
under  no  circumstances  whatever  to  be  allowed.  This  motion  was 
postponed  for  a  time,  and,  after  the  settlement  of  the  case  affecting 
Sir  C.  Darling,  was  dropped.  But  the  principle  is  obviously  sound, 
and  being  advocated  by  so  eminent  a  constitutional  authority  as 
Sir  Boundell  Palmer,  quite  independently  of  the  personal  question 
affecting  Sir  C.  Darling,  would  doubtless  have  been  endorsed  by  the 
House  of  Commons.11 

In  conclusion,  it  may  be  observed  that  further  light  has  been 
subsequently  thrown  upon  this  case,  so  important  and  instructive  in 
many  points  of  view,  by  the  publication,  specially  authorised  by 
government,  of  certain  confidential  despatches  from  Governor 


a  See  Adderley,  Colonial  Policy,  b  Com.  Pap.  1861-68,  v.  48,  p. 
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Manners  Sutton  to  the  secretary  of  state,  written  between  July 
26,  1867,  and  August  16,  1868. c 

From  these  despatches,  it  appears  that  the  governor — in  the 
absence  of  definite  instructions  as  to  the  course  he  ought  to  pursue 
with  respect  to  the  proposed  grant  to  Lady  Darling — succeeded  in 
inducing  the  McCulloch  ministry  to  postpone  the  tender  to  him  of 
any  advice  thereupon,  so  long  as  Sir  Charles  Darling  remained  in 
the  colonial  service.  But  ministers  yielded  this  point  very  reluc¬ 
tantly,  fearing  their  inability  to  hold  their  supporters — the  majority 
in  the  assembly — in  check.  When  Sir  Charles  formally  relinquished 
the  service  of  the  Crown,  ministers  insisted  upon  proposing  a  measure 
to  reward  him  (through  his  wife)  for  his  past  services.  The  governor 
was  aware  that  the  legislative  council  disapproved  of  the  proposal, 
but  he  knew  that  it  was  very  popular  with  the  assembly  and  in 
the  country  ;  and  that  if  he  appealed  from  his  ministers  and  from 
the  assembly,  as  he  was  entitled  to  do,  such  an  act  would  be 
the  signal  for  an  overpowering  manifestation  of  popular  feeling  in 
favour  of  ministers,  if  not  of  the  grant ;  and  the  result  of  a  general 
election  would  have  been  to  leave  him  powerless  in  the  hands  of  a 
majority,  who  would  consider  him  as  an  aggressor,  and  as  a  beaten 
foe. 

Moreover,  the  governor  could  not  but  confess  that,  without 
undervaluing  the  status  of  the  legislative  council,  they  were,  in 
their  persistent  opposition  to  this  grant,  asserting  a  claim  which  the 
House  of  Lords,  under  similar  circumstances,  would  not  have  pre¬ 
ferred.  The  legitimate  exercise  of  the  legal  rights  of  a  legislative 
council  should  be  defined  by  the  practice,  rather  than  by  the  abstract 
claims  or  undefined  powers,  of  the  House  of  Lords.  Admitting  that 
the  legislative  council  was  justified,  by  their  opinion  of  the  abstract 
demerits  of  the  grant  to  Lady  Darling,  to  oppose  it,  so  long  as  they 
could  do  so  consistently  with  a  due  regard  to  the  maintenance  of 
law  and  order,  yet  it  was  of  the  highest  importance  that  they 
should  not  over-estimate  or  miscalculate  their  power  of  resistance. 
The  governor  believed  that  their  continued  resistance  to  the  grant 
would  lead  to  a  popular  demand  to  supersede  or  ignore  their  autho¬ 
rity  as  an  independent  branch  of  the  legislature,  to  which  ministers 
would  be  apt  to  yield,  and  which  would  involve  the  governor,  and 
ultimately  the  Imperial  government,  in  a  conflict ;  and  probably 
endanger  the  relations  of  the  colony  with  the  mother  country.  He 
therefore  eagerly  availed  himself  of  every  opportunity — by  incul¬ 
cating  moderation  between  the  contending  parties,  and  by  enforcing 


c  See  Victoria  Leg.  Assem.  Votes  and  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp. 927- 
and  Proc.  1878,  v.  1,  App.  B.  No.  15;  937. 
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grant  to 
Lady 
Darling. 
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delay— to  mitigate  the  pressure  of  the  assembly  on  the  legislative 
council,  and  to  afford  to  the  latter  an  opening  for  a  dignified  retreat. 
He  even  made  full  inquiries  (not  limited  to  members  of  his  ministry) 
as  to  whether  a  change  of  ministry  could  induce  the  house  to  pass 
the  proposed  grant  in  a  separate  bill,  instead  of  including  it  in  the 
supply  bill.  But  he  found  such  a  course  to  be  impracticable.  He 
had  accordingly  agreed— as  the  most  considerate  step  yet  open 
towards  the  legislative  council— to  the  grant  being  inserted  in  the 
appropriation  act.  Both  houses  were  undoubtedly  disposed,  on  this 
occasion,  to  press  their  respective  rights  and  privileges  to  extremity. 
But  the  assembly  were  sustained  by  the  constituent  body,  who,  as 
was  unmistakably  shown  by  the  result  of  the  general  election  in 
1868,  were  decidedly  adverse  to  any  concession  to  the  legislative 
council  upon  this  question.  If,  under  these  circumstances,  the 
council  had  proved  stubborn  and  impracticable,  the  prolongation 
of  the  controversy  between  the  two  houses  would  undoubtedly  have 
strengthened  the  extreme  democratic  party,  and  led  to  disastrous 
results. 

We  are  therefore  free  to  admit  that,  under  circumstances  of  un¬ 
paralleled  difficulty,  Governor  Manners  Sutton  acted  in  a  most 
exemplary  and  statesmanlike  manner,  combining  firmness  with 
moderation,  and  evincing  a  thoughtful  regard  for  the  interests  of  all 
who  were  concerned  in  the  issue  of  the  stru^o-le. 


Rule  coil' 
cerning 
presents 
further 
consi¬ 
dered. 


We  must  now  revert  to  the  further  consideration 
of  the  rule  forbidding  the  acceptance  of  presents  by 
governors  fiom  the  inhabitants  of  the  colony  over 
which  they  preside. 


Sir  w. 

Denison’s 

case. 


In  January,  1855,  upon  the  retirement  of  Sir  William  Denison 
from  the  governorship  of  Yan  Diemen’s  Land,  and  his  promotion  to 
be  governor  of  New  South  Wales,  the  sum  of  two  thousand  pounds 
was  subscribed  by  the  people  of  the  colony,  to  purchase  a  large  silver 
centre-piece  for  a  dining-table,  to  be  presented,  as  a  testimonial  of 
regard  for  his  public  services,  to  Sir  William.  Upon  his  reporting 
this  circumstance  to  the  secretary  of  state,  objections  were  made  to 
the  receipt,  by  an  out-going  governor,  of  any  testimonial  from  the 
people  ;  and  it  was  with  considerable  difficulty  that  the  colonial 
secretary  was  induced  to  permit  Sir  W.  Denison  to  accept  this  gift 
But  his  excellency  called  attention  to  the  fact  that,  within  his  own 
knowledge,  other  governors  had  received  testimonials  under  similar 
circumstances ;  and  inasmuch  as  they  had  not  thought  it  needful  to 
report  the  same  to  the  colonial  secretary,  the  transaction  had  passed 
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without  observation. d  Since  the  date  of  this  occurrence,  as  we  Presents 
have  already  noticed,  a  stricter  rule  has  been  enforced  in  regard  to  to 
such  matters.e 


Moreover,  by  chapter  xvii.  of  tlie  Rules  and  Regu¬ 
lations  for  her  Majesty’s  Colonial  Service  (ed.  1891), 
governors,  lieutenant-governors,  and  all  other  servants 
of  the  Crown  in  a  colony,  are  prohibited  from  receiving 
presents  offered  for  their  personal  acceptance  by  kings, 
chiefs,  or  other  members  of  the  native  population,  in 
or  neighbouring  to  such  colony.  When  such  presents 
cannot  be  absolutely  refused  without  giving  offence, 
they  are  to  be  delivered  up  to  the  government.  No 
exception  to  this  rule  is  allowed,  unless  with  the  ex¬ 
press  sanction  of  the  secretary  of  state.  Presents  re¬ 
ceived  in  exchange,  in  ceremonial  intercourse  with 
native  chiefs,  &c.,  must  be  credited  to  the  government, 
and  such  return  presents  as  may  be  sanctioned  by 
the  secretary  of  state  will  be  given  at  the  government 
expense. 


In  1871,  Sir  George  F.  Bowen,  who  was  then  governor  of  New 
Zealand,  whilst  on  a  tour  of  observation  through  the  colony,  was 
proffered,  as  a  memento  of  his  visit  to  the  province  of  Otago,  a 
beautiful  work  of  art,  carved  in  stone,  by  a  native  artist.  It  repre¬ 
sented  ‘the  Moka  bird  mourning  the  death  of  the  Wax-eye,’  and 
was  adorned  with  figures  of  ferns  and  creeping  plants  in  the  back¬ 
ground.  But  his  excellency,  though  very  sensible  of  the  compli¬ 
ment  to  himself,  refused  to  take  the  donation  as  a  personal  gift ; 
deeming  it  to  be  ‘  unusual  and  improper  for  governors  of  colonies  to 
accept  such  valuable  presents  for  their  own  use  and  advantage.’ 
Nevertheless,  with  the  consent  of  the  donor,  he  undertook  that  it 
should  be  deposited  in  the  government  house,  as  public  property,  and 
as  a  lasting  memorial  of  interest  to  the  colonists  and  to  visitors  from 
abroad.  For  it  had  always  been  his  opinion  that  ‘the  government 
house  should  illustrate  the  natural  products  and  resources  of  the 
colony,  and  the  advance  of  its  inhabitants  in  the  useful  and  orna¬ 
mental  arts.’f 


Sir  G. 

Bowen’s 

case. 


d  Denison,  Viceregal  Life,  v.  1, 

p.  274. 


e  See  ante,  p.  142. 
f  Com.  Pap.  1872,  v.  43,  p.  664. 
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All  British 
officials 
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As  to  lieu¬ 
tenant  go¬ 
vernor  of 
Canadian 
provinces. 


This  wholesome  rule,  it  may  be  observed,  has  been 
further  extended  and  applied  by  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment  to  subordinate  officials  throughout  the  British 
empire,  and  especially  in  India,  where,  formerly,  a 
laxity  of  practice  in  this  particular  had  given  rise  to 
much  abuse  and  corruption. s  In  1793,  a  law  was 
passed,  which  is  still  in  force,  to  forbid  the  receiving 
by  any  governor,  or  other  person  in  public  employ  in 
India,  any  present,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  under 
any  colour  or  pretext.  Offences  against  this  act  are 
punishable,  as  extortions  and  misdemeanors,  by  severe 
penalties,  and  by  the  forfeiture  to  the  Crown  of  the 
gift  or  its  full  pecuniary  valued  It  is  a  rule,  in  fact, 
of  universal  application  to  all  state  functionaries, .  of 
whatever  grade  or  rank,  in  the  service  of  the  Crown.1 

In  regard  to  the  application  of  this  rule  to  lieutenant- 
governors  of  the  provinces  in  the  dominion  of  Canada, 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  in  a  despatch 
dated  May  8,  1869,  observes  that,  ‘while  the  governor- 
general  is  not  at  liberty  to  sanction  the  passing-  of  a 
law  making  any  donation  or  gratuity  to  himself, j  it 
would  be  for  his  ministers  to  consider  whether  they 
should  advise  him  to  consent  to  a  donation  by  the 
province  to  the  lieutenant-governor,  and  he  would  be 
at  liberty  to  follow  that  advice.’  k 


g  Mr.  Disraeli,  Hans.  D.  v.  225, 

р.  1146. 

h  Lord  Chancellor  Cairns,  Hans. 
D.  v.  191,  p.  1988.  Act  33,  Geo.  III. 

с.  52,  secs.  62,  63. 

1  See  Ashley,  Life  of  Palmerston, 
v.  1,  p.  130.  Law  Times,  v.  62,  p. 
164,  citing  C.  J.  Cockburn,  in  Mori- 


son  v.  Thompson,  Law  Reports,  9 
Q.  B.  481. 

J'  Royal  instructions  to  Lord 
Dufferin,  as  governor-general  of 
Canada,  No.  9. 

k  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1870,  No.  35, 

p.  26. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

IMPERIAL  DOMINION  EXERCISABLE  OYER  SELF-GOVERNING 
COLONIES  :  IN  MATTERS  OF  LOCAL  LEGISLATION. 

The  right  of  the  Crown,  as  the  supreme  executive 
authority  of  the  empire,  to  control  all  legislation  which 
is  enacted  in  the  name  of  the  Crown,  in  any  part  of 
the  Queen’s  dominions,  is  self-evident  and  unquestion¬ 
able. 

In  the  mother  country  the  personal  and  direct  exer¬ 
cise  of  this  prerogative  has  lallen  into  disuse.  But 
eminent  statesmen,  irrespective  of  party,  and  who 
represent  the  ideas  of  our  own  day,  have  concurred  in 
asserting  that  ‘  it  is  a  fundamental  error  to  suppose 
that  the  power  of  the  Crown  to  reject  laws  has  con¬ 
sequently  ceased  to  exist.’  The  authority  of  the  Crown, 
as  a  constituent  part  of  the  legislative  body,  still 
remains  ;  although,  since  the  establishment  of  pai  lia- 
mentary  government,  the  prerogative  has  been  con¬ 
stitutionally  exercised  in  a  different  way.a 

But,  in  respect  to  the  colonies,  the  royal  veto 
upon  legislation  has  always  been  an  active  and  not 
a  dormant  power.  The  reason  of  this  is  obvious. 
A  colony  is  but  a  part  of  the  empire,  occupying  a 
subordinate  position  in  the  realm.  No  colonial  legis¬ 
lative  body  is  competent  to  pass  a  law  which  is  at 
variance  with,  or  repugnant  to,  any  Imperial  statute 


“  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  pp.  Earl  Granville’s  remarks  in  Hans. 
316-319,  new  ed.  pp.  390-393 ;  and  D.  v.  140,  p. 284. 
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Crown 

veto. 


wliicli  extends,  in  its  operation,  to  tlie  particular 
colony. b  Neither  may  a  colonial  legislature  exceed  the 
bounds  of  its  assigned  jurisdiction,  or  limited  powers. 
Should  such  an  excess  of  authority  be  assumed,  it 
becomes  the  duty  of  the  Crown  to  veto,  or  disallow,  the 
illegal  or  unconstitutional  enactment.  This  duty  should 
be  fulfilled  by  the  Crown  without  reference  to  the  con¬ 
clusions  arrived  at,  in  respect  to  the  legality  of  a  par¬ 
ticular  enactment,  by  any  legal  tribunal.  It  would  be 
no  adequate  protection  to  the  public,  against  erroneous 
and  unlawful  legislation  on  the  part  of  a  colonial 
legislature,  that  a  decision  of  a  court  of  law  had 
pionounced  the  same  to  be  ultra  vires.  An  appeal 
might  be  taken  against  this  decision,  and  the  question 
carried  to  a  higher  court.  Pending  its  ultimate  deter¬ 
mination,  the  public  interests  might  suffer.  There¬ 
fore,  whenever  it  is  clear  to  the  advisers  of  the  Crown 
that,  there  has  been  an  unlawful  exercise  of  power  by  a 
legislative  body,  it  becomes  their  duty  to  recommend 
that  the  royal  prerogative  should  be  invoked  to  annul 
the  same. 

The  Crown,  moreover,  is  the  chief  executive  autho¬ 
rity  of  the  empire,  and  the  instrument  for  giving  effect 
to  the  national  will,  as  the  same  has  been  embodied  in 
acts  ol  the  Imperial  Parliament,  or  sanctioned  by  Par¬ 
liament,  upon  the  advice  of  responsible  ministers.  It 
is  the  proper  function  of  the  Crown,  therefore,  to 
uphold  and  enforce  the  national  policy  throughout 
the  realm  ;  save  only  in  so  far  as  rights  of  local  self- 

government  may  have  been  conceded  to  any  portion 
thereof. 

Furthermore,  the  Crown  occupies,  towards  the 
colonial  dependencies  of  the  empire,  a  paternal  relation, 
which,  at  least  in  the  earlier  stages  of  their  political 


See  Merivale,  Of  the  Colonies,  p.  662.  And  see  post,  pp.  159,  171. 
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existence,  justifies  and  requires  that  the  mature  experi¬ 
ence  and  enlarged  political  insight  of  the  statesmen 
who  guide  public  affairs  in  the  mother  country  should 
be  utilised  to  the  benefit  of  their  fellow-subjects  in 
the  colonies,  while  they  are  gradually  attaining  to  a 
knowledge  of  the  practical  business  of  legislation  in 
their  limited  sphere.  This  will  oftentimes  necessitate 
the  directing  hand  of  Imperial  statesmanship,  to  correct 
and  regulate  immature  and  unwise  attempts  at  legisla¬ 
tion,  such  as  has  occasionally  proceeded  from  colonial 
legislatures  before  they  had  acquired  the  requisite 
knowledge  and  experience  to  enable  them  to  discharge 
their  responsible  duties  aright. 

Upon  these  grounds,  it  is  impossible  to  gainsay  the 
great  public  advantage  which  results  from  the  posses¬ 
sion  by  the  Crown  of  the  veto  power.  It  is  evident 
that  the  prerogative,  by  virtue  of  which  the  Crown  is 
authorised  to  supervise  and  control  the  acts  of  all  sub¬ 
ordinate  legislatures  throughout  the  empire,  is  held  for 
the  especial  benefit  of  the  colonies,  as  well  as  for  the 
security  of  the  nation  at  large. 

In  the  case  of  colonies  having  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,  this  right  of  veto  is,  however,  very  sparingly 
exercised.  Wherever  that  system  has  been  introduced, 
her  Majesty’s  government  has,  as  a  general  rule,  re¬ 
frained  from  interfering  with  colonial  legislation  ;  except 
in  cases  specified  in  the  royal  instructions  to  the 
governors,  which  almost  exclusively  refer  to  matters  of 
Imperial  relation,  and  not  of  mere  local  concern.0 

Return  d  of  (1)  reserved  bills  which  have  been  assented  to  or  dis¬ 
allowed  by  her  Majesty  in  council  for  each  of  the  undermentioned 

c  See  Hans.  D.  v.  122,  p.  914 ;  d  This  return  of  the  colonies, 
v.  124,  pp.  562,  575,  717.  Canada  excepting  Canada,  was  kindly  f'ur- 
Sess.  Pap.  1869,  No.  18.  Lord  nished  by  Mr.  John  Bramston,  C.B., 
Norton’s  paper,  ‘  How  not  to  Retain  assist. -under  secretary  of  state; 
the  Colonies,’  Nineteenth  Cent.  v.  6,  that  for  Canada  by  the  department 
p.  170.  of  justice. 
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Crown 

veto. 


colonies  from  the  commencement  of  their  present  constitutions  to  the 
end  of  1890  ;  (2)  acts  disallowed  within  the  same  periods  : — 


Colony 

Reserved  Bills 

Acts 

Disallowed 

Total 

Assented  to 

Disallowed 

Canada,  Dominion  of 

15 

14 

1 

1 

New  Zealand 

56 

53 

3 

1 

Victoria 

28 

26 

2 

1 

New  South  Wales 

15 

15 

— 

— 

Queensland 

11 

8 

3 

— 

Tasmania  . 

19 

16 

3 

1 

South  Australia . 

25 

25 

_ 

2 

Newfoundland  . 

— 

— 

— 

4 

Cape  of  Good  Hope  . 

6 

6 

— 

— 

Western  Australia*  . 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Note. — Preserved  bills  which  were  not  submitted  for  the  assent 
or  disallowance  of  her  Majesty  are  not  included  in  the  above  return. 
While  only  one  bill  is  shown  in  above  table  to  have  been  disallowed 
for  Canada,  vide  post,  pp.  177-184,  for  particulars  of  bills  that  did 
not  receive  the  royal  assent.® 

t  Present  constitution  only  dates  from  December,  1890. 

But  if  her  Majesty’s  ministers  should  be  of  opinion 
that  any  constitutional  principle  was  infringed  by  a 
colonial  enactment  it  would  be  their  duty  to  advise  that 
the  royal  veto  should  be  put  upon  it ;  and  they  ought 
not  to  shrink  from  the  performance  of  that  duty  for 
fear  of  possible  consequences,  in  disturbing  harmonious 
relations  between  the  colony  and  the  mother  country.1 

Since  the  concession  of  responsible  government  to  the 
principal  colonies  of  Great  Britain,  as  well  as  formerly, 
the  Imperial  government,  while  seldom  resorting  to 
the  extreme  measure  of  disallowing  colonial  acts,  has 
repeatedly  pointed  out,  in  despatches  from  the  secretary 
of  state  for  the  colonies  to  the  governor  of  the  colony, 

e  A  return  of  cases  in  which  post,  p.  173,  for  acts  disallowed  in 
Crown  veto  has  been  applied  to  Canada  prior  to  confederation, 
colonial  bills  was  granted  in  House  1  Earl  of  Carnarvon,  Hans.  D. 
of  Lords  on  Jan.  31,  1893.  For  v.  191,  p.  1983.  See  his  lordship’s 
the  number  of  provincial  bills  dis-  despatch  to  governor  of  Queensland, 
allowed  by  the  federal  government  of  March  27,  1877,  post ,  p.  188. 
in  Canada,  see  post,  p.  530;  see 
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errors,  defects,  or  omissions  in  colonial  laws,  which,  re¬ 
quired  to  be  remedied  by  further  legislation  ;g  and  has 
cautioned  the  colonial  government  as  to  the  spirit  in 
which  certain  exceptional  powers,  granted  by  a  colonial 
act,  which  had  been  approved  by  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment,  should  be  made  use  of,  so  as  to  avoid  abuse  or 
oppression.11  In  this  way,  the  paternal  oversight  of  her 
Majesty’s  government  has  frequently  been  exercised, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  colonies,  without  encroachment. 

Subject,  however,  to  the  constitutional  oversight  and 
discretion  of  the  Crown— by  which  all  colonial  legisla¬ 
tion  is  liable  to  be  controlled  and  annulled,  if  exercised 
unlawfully  or  to  the  prejudice  of  other  parts  of  the 
empire— complete  powers  of  legislation  appertain  to 
all  duly  constituted  colonial  governments.  Every  local 
legislature — whether  created  by  charter  from  the 
Crown  or  by  Imperial  statute — is  clothed  with  supreme 
authority,  within  the  limits  of  the  colony,  to  provide 
for  the  peace,  order,  and  good  government  of  the  in¬ 
habitants  thereof.1  This  supreme  legislative  authority 
is  subject,  of  course,  to  the  paramount  supremacy  of 
the  Imperial  Parliament  over  all  minor  and  subordinate 
legislatures  within  the  empire.  The  functions  of  control 
exercisable  by  the  Imperial  legislature  are  practically 
restrained,  however,  by  the  operation  of  certain  con¬ 
stitutional  principles  hereafter  to  be  considered.  Mean¬ 
while,  it  may  suffice  to  observe  that  the  right  of  local 
self-government  conceded  to  all  British  colonies  wherein 
representative  institutions  have  been  introduced,  con¬ 
fers  upon  the  local  legislature,  with  the  co-operation 
and  consent  of  the  Crown,  as  an  integral  part  of  such 

g  See  Canadian  precedents,  in  Pap.  1864,  v.  40,  pp.  690-708. 
Canada  Assem.  Jour.  1843,  p.  47 ;  h  Canada  Assem.  Jour.  1866,  p. 
ib.  1847,  App.  W. ;  1848,  p.  45;  292. 

1849,  App.  N. ;  and  1851,  App.  ZZ.  '  See  Baron  Parke’s  judgment, 
For  precedents  in  other  British  in  Kielley  v.  Carson,  4  Moore’s 
North  American  colonies,  see  Com.  Privy.  Coun.  Rep.  85. 


Imperial 
advice  to 
colonies. 


Limits  of 
colonial 
legislative 
authority. 


160  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Bills  that 
are  ultra 
vires  j  u- 
dicially 
interfered 
with. 


institutions,  ample  and  unreserved  powers  to  deliberate 
and  determine  absolutely  in  regard  to  all  matters  of 
local  concern. 

In  the  event  of  a  colonial  legislature  assuming  to 
exercise  powers  in  excess  of  its  lawful  competence — as, 
for  instance,  where  a  colonial  statute  conflicts  with 


an  act  of  the  Imperial  Parliament — and  in  case  the 
Crown  has  not  interposed  to  annul  such  unlawful  acts, 
application  could  be  made  to  the  courts  of  law  within 
the  colony,  to  decide  upon  the  proper  limits  of  the 
jurisdiction  belonging  to  the  legislature  in  the  particular 
instance!  Such  occasions  of  judicial  interference  are, 
however,  of  rare  occurrence,  save  only  under  the 
Canadian  constitution.  The  dominion  of  Canada  com¬ 
prises  a  federal  parliament,  with  minor  provincial  legis¬ 
latures,  the  respective  powers  of  which  are  limited  and 
defined  by  the  British  North  America  Act  of  1867.  In 
the  working  of  this  constitution,  questions  have  fre¬ 
quently  arisen  as  to  the  powers  exclusively  assigned 
either  to  the  dominion  or  provincial  authorities  ;  and 
the  determination  of  these  questions  has  suitably 
devolved  upon  the  courts  of  law.  But  this  subject 
will  be  separately  discussed  in  another  part  of  this 
treatise. 


To  revert  to  the  question  immediately  before  us, 
namely,  the  exercise  by  the  Crown  of  the  veto  power 
over  colonial  legislation. 

A  epver-  Under  the  Pules  and  Eegulations  for  the  direction  of 

in  respect  Majesty  s  C  olonial  Service,  the  governor  m  every 

to  bills.  colony  has  authority  either  to  give  or  to  withhold  liis 
assent  to  laws  passed  by  the  other  branches  of  the 
legislature  therein,  and  until  that  assent  is  given  no  such 
law  is  valid  or  binding.* 


j  See  Berton,  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  N.  and  see  post,  pp. SOI,  534. 

Bk.  2nd  ed.  by  Stockton,  p.  557,  k  Colonial  Rules,  1892,  sec.  48. 
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The  royal  instructions  do  not  define  the  precise 
time  1  and  circumstances  under  which  the  royal  assent 
shall  be  given  to  bills  passed  by  colonial  legislatures, 
neither  do  they  limit  the  action  of  a  governor,  in  the 
exercise  of  this  prerogative,  to  the  usage  of  the  sovereign 
in  the  mother  country.  Ordinarily,  it  has  been  usual 
for  the  governor  to  proceed  to  the  legislative  build¬ 
ings  for  such  a  purpose,  and  to  declare  the  royal 
pleasure  upon  bills  passed,  in  presence  of  the  legislative 
bodies.  But  sometimes  it  has  been  deemed  expedient, 
during  or  at  the  close  of  a  session,  that  the  royal  assent 
should  be  made  known  by  proclamation,111  a  course 
which  is  generally  adopted  in  the  case  of  bills  reserved 
for  the  signification  of  the  royal  pleasure  thereon. 

‘  When  bills  have  passed  both  houses,  the  King’s  royal  assent  is 
not  to  be  given  but  either  by  commission,  or  in  person,  in  presence 
of  both  houses.’  This  is  a  declaration  of  Sir  Edward  Coke,  in  1621,' 
quoted  by  Hatsell  (vol.  ii.  p.  338),  who  shows  ‘  that  the  law  of  this 
realm  is,  and  always  has  been/  to  this  effect. 

Agreeably  to  Imperial  usage,  it  has  been  customary 
for  the  governor  or  governor-general  in  Canada  to 
attend  in  state  in  the  upper  chamber  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  the  royal  assent  to  bills,  in  the  presence  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  both  houses,  specially  summoned  to  appear  before 
his  excellency  for  that  purpose  ;  but  this  practice  is  not 


1  Unless  the  constitution  pre¬ 
scribes  otherwise,  the  time  is  prac¬ 
tically  indefinite.  Ld.  Carnarvon’s 
despatch,  April  5, 1877  ;  Queensland 
Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1877,  p.  297. 

m  See  the  Newfoundland  Assem. 
Jour.  1861,  pp.  91,  92.  Proclama¬ 
tion  of  governor  of  Tasmania  of 
Sept.  30,  1875;  Tasm.  Leg.  Coun. 
Votes,  v.  21,  p.  79,  of  March  11, 1880 ; 
Tasm.  Vot&s,  sess.  1879-80,  p.  139. 
Proclamation  of  governor  of  Victoria 
of  J une  25,  1880,  Vic.  Pari.  Deb.  in 
loco.  In  the  province  of  Quebec,  in 
1879,  the  royal  assent  was  given 


twice  to  a  series  of  bills  which  had 
passed  both  houses.  This  anoma¬ 
lous  and  unnecessary  proceeding 
was  apparently  accounted  for  and 
sought  to  be  justified  by  the  fact 
that  the  legislative  assembly  had 
adjourned  over  the  day  whereon  the 
royal  assent  was  first  declared, 
though  the  legislative  council  was 
still  in  session.  The  cases  cited  in 
the  text  will  suffice  to  show  that  the 
presence  of  both  houses,  when  the 
assent  of  the  Crown  is  declared  to 
bills,  is  not  required.  Quebec  Leg. 
Coun.  Jour.  1879,  pp.  205-220. 

M 
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essential.11  In  South  Australia  the  assent  is  ordinarily 
given  in  person  in  the  legislative  council  chamber. 

In  Tasmania  the  legislative  council  thought  fit  to 
adjourn  on  March  6,  1880,  for  a  period  of  three 
months.  On  March  9  the  house  of  assembly  adopted 
a  resolution  condemning  the  action  of  the  legislative 
council  as  an  unconstitutional  exercise  of  power  ;  and 
on  March  lithe  governor  issued  two  proclamations,  one 
assenting  to  the  bills  which  had  passed  both  houses, 
and  the  other  proroguing  parliament  for  three  months 
and  eleven  days.  On  October  29,  1883,  the  governor 
assented  to  bills,  and  prorogued  parliament  by  procla¬ 
mation. 

But  in  other  Australian  colonies  a  different  prac¬ 
tice  has  prevailed.  In  New  South  Wales,  Western 
Australia,  and  in  Queensland,  bills,  not  being  bills  of 
appropriation,  and  in  New  Zealand  and  Tasmania  all 
bills,  without  exceptions,  are  as  a  general  rule  assented 
to  by  the  governor  at  his  official  residence,  or  office,  in 
the  presence  merely  of  the  clerk  of  the  parliaments, 
or  by  proclamation ;  both  houses  being  subsequently 
notified  thereof  by  message  under  the  sign-manual. 

The  proper  formula  (as  given  in  the  South  Australia 
statutes,  and  in  the  votes  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope 
assembly  and  of  Tasmania  parliament)  is,  ‘  In  the  name 
and  on  behalf  of  her  Majesty,  I  hereby  assent  to  this 
bill.’ 

In  V  ictoria  it  had  been  usual  to  follow  the  Imperial 
practice.  But  the  attorney-general  of  Victoria  has 
advised  that  ‘  the  governor  can  legally  and  constitu- 


See  the  British  North  America  honed,  because  of  his  sudden  de- 
Act,  18G7,  sec.  55,  which  leaves  this  cease,  and  the  appointment  of  a 
question  an  open  one  in  Canada,  deputy-governor,  who  assented  to 
And  see  an  exceptional  instance  in  the  bills  in  the  customary  way 
Canada  of  a  contrary  practice,  pro-  Canada  Assem.  Jour.  Sept.  17  and 
posed— owmg  to  the  illness  of  the  18,  1841. 
governor  —  but  eventually  aban- 
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tionally  give  the  royal  assent  at  the  government  offices, 
or  elsewhere,  to  all  bills  (except  the  appropriation  bill) 
presented  to  his  excellency  by  the  clerk  of  the  parlia¬ 
ments  for  her  Majesty’s  assent.’  ‘  Such  assent,  however, 
should  afterwards  be  notified  by  message  to  both 
houses  of  parliament,  according  to  the  practice  in  other 
colonies.’0  Therefore,  when  it  has  been  deemed  ex¬ 
pedient  to  bring  a  session  of  the  Victoria  parliament  to 
a  speedy  close,  the  colonial  rather  than  the  Imperial 
practice  has  been  resorted  to.p 

In  Canada,  when  it  is  required  to  put  a  bill  into 
immediate  force,  after  it  has  passed  its  third  reading,  it 
is  customary  for  the  deputy-governor  to  attend  at  the 
senate  chamber,  and  there  give  the  formal  assent. 

In  Natal  the  assent  is  by  message  to  the  legislative 
council,  and  in  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  by  proclama¬ 
tion. 

Every  colonial  governor,  excepting  the  governor- 
general  of  the  dominion  of  Canada, q  is  directed  by  the 
royal  instructions  to  reserve  certain  specified  bills  for 
the  signification  of  her  Majesty’s  pleasure  thereon,  or 
to  give  the  royal  assent  to  them  only  in  the  event  of 
their  containing  a  clause  to  suspend  their  operation 
until  they  have  been  confirmed  by  the  Crown! 

Pursuant  to  the  change  in  the  tenor  of  the  royal  instructions  to 
governors  of  Canada — first  introduced  in,  1878,  by  the  omission  of 
any  direction  for  the  reservation  of  bills — an  act  passed  by  the 
Canadian  parliament  in  1879,  to  effect  the  judicial  separation  of 
certain  parties  from  the  bonds  of  matrimony,  was  assented  to  by  the 
governor-general  (42  Yic.  79),  which  act  previously  must  needs 


0  Victoria  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1877 
-78,  p.  ICO.  But  on  Oct.  10,  1877, 
the  assembly,  by  resolution,  au¬ 
thorised  their  speaker  to  present  the 
appropriation  and  loan  bills  to  the 
governor,  for  the  royal  assent,  at  the 
government  house.  See  also  Vic. 
Assem.  Votes,  Sept.  11,  1S79.  And 
this  is  the  customary  practice  in 


Tasmania,  and  at  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope. 

p  See  ante,  p.  161. 
q  As  to  this  exception,  see  ante, 
p.  117. 

1  See  Stokes  on  the  Colonies,  p. 
254.  Col.  Reg.  1892,  No.  49,  and 
see  post,  p.  169. 

m  2 
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Bills  re-  have  been  reserved  for  the  signification  of  the  royal  pleasure 
served.  thereon. 

Bills  requiring  to  be  thus  dealt  with  are  not  defined 
alike  in  the  instructions  to  all  governors,  but  the  instruc¬ 
tions  on  this  head  refer  generally  to  matters  of  Imperial 
concern,  such  as  bills  affecting  currency,  the  army  and 
navy,  differential  duties,  the  operation  and  effect  of 
treaties  with  foreign  powers,  and  any  enactments  of  an 
unusual  nature  touching  the  prerogative,  or  the  rights 
of  the  Queen’s  subjects  not  resident  in  the  particular 
colony.s 

Sometimes  the  eolonial  secretary  intimates  to  the  governor  of  a 
colony,  in  regard  to  a  bill  which  has  been  reserved  for  the  signifi¬ 
cation  of  the  royal  pleasure,  that  until  certain  amendments  thereto 
have  been  made,  it  will  not  be  submitted  for  the  assent  of  the 
Crown.* 

In  recent  instructions  issued  to  the  governors  of 
colonies,  for  example,  in  those  accompanying  the  letters 
patent  constituting  the  office  of  governor  of  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope  and  of  South  Australia,  these  directions  are 
defined  in  the  following  terms  : — 

The  governor  is  forbidden  to  assent  in  the  Queen’s 
name  to  any  bills  of  the  classes  hereinafter  specified : 
granting  a  divorce  from  the  bonds  of  marriage  ;  grant¬ 
ing  land,  money,  or  other  donation  or  gratuity,  to  him¬ 
self  ;  to  make  a  legal  tender  of  paper,  or  other  currency 
except  the  coin  of  the  realm,  or  other  gold  or  silver 
coin  ;  to  impose  differential  duties  (other  than  as  allowed 
by  the  Australian  Colonies  Duties  Act,  1873);  which  may 
contain  provisions  apparently  inconsistent  with  obliga¬ 
tions  imposed  on  the  Imperial  Crown  by  treaty  ;  which 
may  interfere  with  the  discipline  or  control  of  the  Im¬ 
perial  army  or  navy  ;  which  may  contain  provisions  of 
an  extraordinary  nature  and  importance,  whereby  the 


5  Col.  Eeg.  1892,  No.  33. 

1  N.  Zealand  Pap.  Sess.  2,  1879,  A.  2  b. 
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royal  prerogative,  or  the  rights  and  property  of  British 
subjects  not  residing  in  the  colony,  or  the  trade  and 
shipping  of  the  United  Kingdom  and  its  dependencies, 
may  be  prejudiced  ;  and  any  bill  containing  provisions 
to  which  the  royal  assent  has  been  once  refused  or 
which  has  been  disallowed.  Unless  any  such  bill  shall 
contain  a  clause  suspending  the  operation  of  the  same 
until  the  signification  of  the  royal  pleasure  thereupon, 
or  unless  the  governor  shall  have  satisfied  himself  that 
an  urgent  necessity  exists,  requiring  that  such  bill  shall 
be  brought  into  immediate  operation,  in  which  case  the 
governor  is  authorised  to  assent  thereto ;  except  such 
bill  shall  be  repugnant  to  the  law  of  England,  or  incon¬ 
sistent  with  any  treaty  obligations  of  the  British  Crown. 
But  he  is  required  to  transmit  to  the  sovereign  any  bill 
so  assented  to,  by  the  earliest  opportunity,  together 
with  his  reasons  for  assentino-  to  it." 

o 

By  an  Imperial  statute  passed  in  1865,  it  is  provided 
that  no  colonial  law,  which  has  been  assented  to  by  the 
governor,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  void  by  reason 
only  of  its  being  inconsistent  with  the  tenor  of  any 
instructions  applicable  to  the  same,  which  may  have 
been  given  to  the  governor  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown.  Neither  is  a  colonial  law  to  be  accounted  re¬ 
pugnant  to  Imperial  legislation,  unless  such  legislation 
purports  to  extend  to  the  colony/ 

For  it  is  not  competent  to  the  advisers  of  the  Crown 
in  England  to  recommend  the  sovereign  to  give  her 
assent  to  any  act  passed  by  a  colonial  legislature,  and 
reserved  for  the  signification  of  the  royal  pleasure 

u  Instructions  to  Earl  Dufferin,  T  28  &  29  Vic.  c.  63,  sec.  4. 
dated  May  22,  1872,  sec.  9.  In-  This  point  had  been  previously  de¬ 
structions  to  the  governor  (for  the  cided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
time  beingl  of  the  colony  of  the  Brunswick  in  Reg.  v.  J.  Kerr.  Ber- 
Cape  of  Good  Hope,  dated  Feb.  26,  ton,  N.  B.  Rep.  370,  and  see  Bank 
1877.  Instructions  to  the  governor  of  Australasia  v.  Nais,  16  Q.  B.  p. 
of  South  Australia,  dated  April  28,  717. 

1877. 
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thereon,  if  the  same  should  contain  any  provision 
directly  repugnant  to  an  existing  Imperial  statute. 
Even  if  such  repugnancy  be  merely  technical,  an  Act  of 
Parliament  must  first  be  obtained  before  the  colonial 
act  can  be  assented  to.w 

When  the  governor  of  a  colony  is  advised  by  his 
ministers  to  give  the  royal  assent  to  a  bill  passed  by 
the  colonial  legislature,  it  is  essential  that  he  should  be 
assured,  upon  proper  authority,  that  the  particular 
measure  is  within  the  competency  of  the  legislature  to 
enact ;  and  that  it  is  one  which  the  royal  instructions 
do  not  require  that  he  should  reserve  for  the  significa¬ 
tion  of  the  pleasure  of  the  Crown.  Accordingly,  it  is 
customary,  in  every  colony,  for  the  governor  to  receive 
from  the  local  minister  of  justice,  or  other  law  officers 
of  the  Crown,  a  report  in  reference  to  all  bills  to  be 
submitted  for  his  sanction,  which  specifies  whether  any 
legal  objection  existed  to  his  assenting  to  them,  or 
whether  his  duty  and  obligations,  as  representative  of 
the  Crown,  would  necessitate  that  he  should  withhold 
his  assent  from  any  one  of  such  bills,  or  reserve  the  same 
loi  the  consideration  of  the  Imperial  government.*  If 
the  governor  should  not  be  satisfied  as  to  Ins  duty  upon 
receiving  a  written  report  from  the  colonial  law  officers 

which  should  be  made,  not  in  their  capacity  of  politi¬ 
cal  advisers,  but  as  the  authorised  exponents  of  the  law 
—certifying  that  no  legal  impediment  exists  to  his 
gi\  mg  the  sanction  of  the  Crown  to  the  bills  presented 
to  him,  he  is  at  liberty,  in  any  matter  which  is  not  of 
purely  local  concern,  to  take  further  counsel  from  the 
attorney  and  solicitor-general  of  England,  by  whom 
the  Ci  own  itself  must  ultimately  be  advised,  in  all 
doubtful  cases  of  constitutional  practiced 

"'Case  of  the  Canadian  Copyright  *  See  Vic.  Leg.  Assem.  Pan 

Hans.  D.  v.  225,  p.  426.  Act  1862-63,  A.  Nos.  26,  27,  28.  P 

ll  w?  C'  53>  And  566  1WSt’  y  New  South  Wales  Leg.  Assem. 
pp.  m,  isu.  Votes  and  Proc.  1859-60,  v.  8,  p.  911. 
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Mr.  Nowell,  in  his  ‘  History  of  Relations  between  the  Two  Houses  Author’s 

of  Parliament  in  Tasmania  and  South  Australia,’  takes  exception  to  vie,w  . 

a  rriticisec 

the  author’s  conclusions,  on  this  point,  in  reference  to  a  dispute  in 
New  Zealand  in  1872,  between  both  houses  of  parliament,  which  was 
referred  to  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  for  their  opinion;  and  claims 
that  ‘(1)  the  Crown  law  officers  are  not  necessarily  versed  in  con¬ 
stitutional  law,  which  is  a  distinct  branch  ;  (2)  it  was  going  outside 
the  law,  and  handing  over  the  privileges  of  parliament  to  an  un¬ 
recognised  tribunal.’ z — Ed. 


But  if  tlie  question  as  to  the  legality,  of  wlncli  the  Advice  of 

,  .  n  i  •  n  i  r  l  colonial 

governor  is  desirous  ol  being  assured,  be  one  ot  purely  crowniaw 
local  concern,  it  would  not  be  regular  for  the  governor  ofhcers- 
to  take  the  formal  and  official  advice  of  other  j  udicial  or 
legal  authorities  than  those  who  occupy  in  the  colony 
the  position  of  Crown  law  officers.  As  a  general  rule, 
a  governor  would  be  justified  in  accepting  and  acting 
upon  statements  of  such  functionaries,  in  local  matters. 

Though  if  his  own  individual  judgment  does  not  coin¬ 
cide  with  their  interpretation  of  the  law,  his  responsi¬ 
bility  to  the  Crown  may  require  him  to  delay  acting  on 
the  advice  of  his  ministers.  But  whatever  steps  he 
may  think  fit  to  take  upon  such  a  grave  emergency,  and 
from  whatever  materials  his  opinion  may  be  formed, 
he  is  individually  responsible  for  his  conduct,  and  can¬ 
not  shelter  himself  behind  advice  obtained  from  outside 
his  ministry.3. 

And  here  it  may  be  well  to  state  the  rules  which 
have  been  laid  down  by  the  Imperial  government  in  iaw  offi- 
respect  to  applications  from  a  colony  for  the  opinion  of  ceis’ 
the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  England,  upon  any  im¬ 
portant  question  of  law  which  has  arisen  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  colony,  especially  questions  of  a 
leo-al  or  constitutional  nature,  affecting  the  exercise  of 


lb.  1872-73,  v.  1,  p.  527.  Com.  Pap. 
1878,  v.  56,  p.  761.  Queensland 
Gold  Fields  Act  of  1876,  see  post, 
p.  187. 

z  Nowell,  p.  83,  n.  8W  Tasmania, 


1890. 

a  Secretary  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach 
to  Governor  Bowen,  July  5,  1878. 
Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  905.  And 
see  ante,  p.  8. 
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the  royal  prerogative,  or  the  relative  and  appropriate 
rights  of  either  branch  of  the  legislature  therein. 

It  in  any  case  a  colonial  government  or  legislature 
desire  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  English  law  officers 
on  any  question  ol  this  description,  it  is  necessary  that 
the  secretary  of  state  should  be  furnished  with  a  de¬ 
tailed  statement,  explaining  precisely  what  doubts  have 
arisen,  and  under  what  circumstances  ;  enumerating  the 
instruments  or  laws  bearing  on  these  doubts  (of  which 
complete  copies  should  in  all  cases  be  annexed),  setting 
forth  verbatim  the  particular  provisions  of  the  same 
which  appear  relevant  to  the  matter  in  hand,  and  in 
conclusion  stating  explicitly  the  particular  questions  to 
which  answers  are  desired.  All  papers  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  attorney-general  and  solicitor-general 
should  be  sent  in  duplicate.13 

The  opinion  of  her  Majesty’s  law  advisers  is  occasion¬ 
ally  obtained  lor  the  guidance  of  the  governor,  in  the 
exercise  of  his  personal  discretion  ;  and  not  unfrequently 
similar  advice  is  requested  by  her  Majesty’s  government 
on  the  application  of  a  colonial  ministry,  who  are  pre¬ 
pared  to  guide  themselves  by  the  advice  which  they 
might  receive.  But  the  Queen’s  ministers  have  never 
undertaken  to  obtain  the  official  opinions  of  the  attorney 
and  solicitor-generals  for  an  assembly  or  association  of 
private  gentlemen,  however  respectable.  ‘  It  would  be 
peculiarly  inconsistent  for  her  Majesty’s  advisers  in  this 
country  to  call  for  such  an  opinion  with  the  apparent 
object  of  guiding  an  opposition  to  the  responsible  ad¬ 
visers  of  her  Majesty’s  representative  in’  any  colony  of 
the  British  Crown.0  J 


In  I860  Sir  George  Grey,  leader  of  the  opposition  in  the  New 
Zealand  house  of  representatives,  applied  for  the  opinion  of  the 


*  Col.  Reg.  1892,  see.  405. 
c  Secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies,  despatch  of  Oct.  22,  1867  ; 


Queensland  Assem.  Votes,  2nd  Sess. 
1867,  v.  1.  p.  663. 
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law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  England  in  reference  to  a  ministerial 
measure  for  the  abolition  of  the  provincial  governments,  then  pend¬ 
ing  in  the  colonial  legislature,  and  which  he  was  desirous  of  defeat¬ 
ing.  Sir  G.  Grey  was  especially  anxious  to  know  whether,  in  the 
opinion  of  these  eminent  legal  functionaries,  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment  had  or  had  not  conferred  upon  the  general  assembly  of  New 
Zealand,  by  the  Constitution  Act,  the  power  of  abolishing  the  pro¬ 
vinces  without  their  consent.  But  the  secretary  of  state  had  pre¬ 
viously  announced  that  her  Majesty  would  not  be  advised  to  exercise 
her  power  of  disallowing  the  act  for  the  abolition  of  provinces  ; 
and  no  response  was  made  to  Sir  George  Grey’s  application. d 

Whenever  bills  are  tendered  to  the  governor  of  a 
colony  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  the  royal  assent,  he 
is  bound  to  exercise  his  discretion  in  regard  to  the 
same  ;  and  to  determine,  upon  his  own  responsibility  as 
an  Imperial  officer,  unfettered  by  any  consideration  of 
the  advice  which  he  has  received  from  his  own  ministers 
upon  the  subject,  the  course  he  ought  to  pursue  in 
respect  to  such  bills :  whether  to  grant,  or  to  withhold, 
the  royal  assent,  or  to  reserve  any  particular  bills  for 
the  signification  of  the  royal  pleasure  thereon. 

On  November  17,  1857,  the  governor  of  Victoria,  by  message  to 
the  legislative  assembly,  recommended  certain  alterations  in  a  bill 
then  pending  before  the  local  parliament  concerning  oaths  of  qualifica¬ 
tion  for  office,  which  was  intended  to  place  persons  of  all  religious 
denominations  on  an  equality  in  this  respect.  By  the  36th  section 
of  the  Imperial  act  establishing  the  constitution  of  Victoria,  the 
governor  was  authorised  to  propose  such  amendments  to  bills  ;  and 
the  house  was  required  to  take  the  same  into  consideration.  But 
it  happened  that  the  bill  had  passed  the  assembly  before  this  message 
from  the  governor  was  presented,  and  the  legislative  council  agreed 
to  the  bill  without  amendment ;  whereupon,  at  the  close  of  the 
session,  on  November  24,  the  governor  declared  that  he  withheld  the 
royal  assent  to  this  bill.  Next  session,  the  bill  was  again  brought 
in,  passed,  and  assented  to.  The  governor,  in  his  speech  proroguing 
parliament,  adverted  to  this  bill  in  terms  of  commendation,  which 
warrants  the  inference  that,  upon  its  reintroduction,  it  had  been 


4  New  Zealand  Gazette,  1878,  pp.  918,  919 ;  New  Zealand  Pap. 
1878,  A.  1,  pp.  24,  25. 
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divested  of  the  provisions  to  which  the  governor  had  taken 
exception.13 

On  June  4,  1858,  the  governor  of  the  same  colony  withheld  the 
royal  assent  from  a  bill  ‘  to  shorten  the  duration  of  the  legislative 
assembly.’  In  his  speech  at  the  prorogation,  which  immediately 
followed,  his  excellency  stated  that  he  had  refused  to  sanction  this 
bill  because  he  had  been  informed  that  it  had  not  received  the  con¬ 
currence  of  ‘a  majority  of  the  whole  House,’  and  being  advised  that 
such  a  majority  was  required  by  the  Constitution  Act  to  validate  such 
enactments,  he  had  preferred  to  dispose  of  the  bill  at  once,  by  his 
veto,  in  order  that  it  might  be  again  submitted  to  parliament  in  the 
following  session,  instead  of  reserving  it  for  Imperial  consideration, 
which,  under  any  circumstances,  he  must  have  done,  and  thereby 
occasioned  additional  delay/ 

In  a  despatch  addressed  by  Mr.  Secretary  Cardwell  to  the 
governor  of  Victoria,  on  January  24,  1865,  in  reference  to  a  bill  to 
authorise  certain  proceedings  against  customs  officers,  to  which  the 
royal  assent  had  been  given  by  the  governor  in  the  preceding 
session,  he  expressed  his  opinion  that  owing  to  obvious  irregulari¬ 
ties  in  this  enactment,  and  especially  to  its  being  ‘  repugnant  ’  to 
Imperial  legislation,  the  governor  ought  to  have  withheld  the  royal 
assent  from  it.  Even  now  its  disallowance  would  have  ensued  were 
it  not  that,  being  expressly  of  temporary  duration,  the  order  of  dis¬ 
allowance  could  scarcely  arrive  in  the  colony  before  it  would  have 
expired  ;  but  the  governor  was  expressly  enjoined  on  no  account  to 
assent  to  its  revival  or  continuance.  This  despatch  was  immedi¬ 
ately  communicated  to  the  local  assembly.® 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  governor  to  transmit  to  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  all  laws  assented  to 
by  him  in  the  name  of  the  sovereign,  or  reserved  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Crown ;  accompanied,  whenever  it 
may  seem  to  him  to  be  necessary,  with  such  explanatory 
observations  as  may  be  required  to  exhibit  the  reasons 
and  occasions  for  proposing  such  laws  for  the  final  de¬ 
termination  thereon  of  the  Queen  in  council.11 

c  Vic.  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1857  sec.  55.  Royal  Instructions  to  Go- 
and  1858,  in  loco.  vernors.  Whenever  any  parties  who 

f  lb.  1858,  in  loco.  may  consider  themselves  aggrieved 

g  lb.  1864-65,  App.  C.  No.  50.  by  an  act  passed  by  a  colonial  le- 
h  The  colonial  secretary  (Earl  gislature  forward  to  the  governor, 
Grey),  Hans.  D.  v.  105,  p.  470.  for  transmission  to  the  sovereign, 
British  North  America  Act,  1867,  through  the  secretary  of  state,  me- 
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For,  although  a  governor  as  representing  the  Crown 
is  empowered  to  give  the  royal  assent  to  bills,  this  act  is 
not  final  and  conclusive ;  the  Crown  itself  having,  in 
point  of  fact,  a  second  veto.  All  statutes  assented  to 
by  the  governor  of  a  colony  go  into  force  immediately, 
unless  they  contain  a  clause  suspending  their  operation 
until  the  issue  of  a  proclamation  of  approval  by  the 
Queen  in  council,1  or  some  other  specific  provision  to  the 
contrary  ;  but  the  governor  is  required  to  transmit  a 
copy  thereof  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  ; 
and  the  Queen  in  council  may,  within  two  years  after 
the  receipt  of  the  same,  disallow  any  such  act.3 

All  colonial  enactments  are  submitted  to  the  scrutiny 
of  counsel  by  the  colonial  department,  and  if  they  relate 
to  commercial  questions  are  referred  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  board  of  trade, k  and  when  necessary  to  the 
law  officers  of  the  Crown  to  ascertain  their  legality,  and 
to  determine  whether  they  contain  any  provision  which 
interferes  with  the  exercise  of  any  prerogative  of  the 
Crown,1  or  which  is  ‘  repugnant  ’  to  the  law  of  England. 
Any  law  to  which  objection  could  be  taken  on  the 
ground  of  repugnancy  is,  to  the  extent  wherein  it  is  so 
repugnant  to  Imperial  legislation,  ‘  absolutely  void  and 
inoperative,’ m  and  should  be  formally  disallowed  by  the 


morials  for  the  disallowance  of  the 
act,  the  governor  should  furnish  his 
ministers  with  copies  of  such  repre¬ 
sentations  or  memorials,  that  they 
may  append  to  the  same  whatever 
observations  they  may  think  fit. 
Case  of  the  act  suspending  a  grant 
to  King’s  College  ;  New  Brunswick 
Assem.  Jour.  1859,  pp.  Ill,  202. 

1  See  ante,  p.  164.  As  in  the 
case  of  the  Canada  Currency  Acts, 
passed  in  1851  and  in  1853 ;  and  of 
the  Canadian  Copyright  Act  of  31 
Vic.  c.  56. 

J  Clark,  Colonial  Law,  p.  46 ; 
31  Geo.  III.  c.  31,  sec.  31 ;  B.  N. 


America  Act,  1867,  sec.  56 ;  S. 
Africa  Union  Act,  1877,  sec.  26. 

k  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  pp.  525, 
663,  new  ed.  pp.  645,  790. 

1  See  Com.  Pap.  1864,  v.  40,  pp. 
697,  698. 

m  7  &  8  Will.  III.  c.  22,  sec.  9 ; 
3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  59,  sec.  56 ;  28  & 
29  Vic.  c.  63,  secs.  2-4.  As  to  what 
constitutes  ‘  repugnancy,’  and  the 
method  of  determining  the  same, 
see  Law  Mag.  (1854),  N.  S.  v.  20, 
p.  1.  La  Revue  Critique,  &c.,  du 
Canada,  Janvier,  1872,  p.  51.  Hans. 
D.  v.  225,  pp.  282,  426. 
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Crown.  Doubts  in  such  cases  can  only  be  removed  by 
an  Act  of  Parliament.11 

It  is  also  the  duty  of  the  law  advisers  of  the  colo¬ 
nial  office  to  ascertain  whether  colonial  laws  have  been 
framed  so  as  to  give  adequate  and  complete  effect  to  the 
intentions  of  the  legislature. 

In  conformity  with  ancient  usage,  the  assent  of  the 
Crown  to  colonial  acts,  or  its  disallowance  of  the  same, 
is  signified  by  the  approval  by  her  Majesty  in  council  of 
reports  advising  the  course  to  be  pursued  in  particular 
cases.  These  reports  nominally  proceed,  as  of  old, 
from  the  committee  of  council  for  trade  and  plantations 
(now  called  the  board  of  trade),  but  they  actually 
emanate  from  the  colonial  office.  No  colonial  act  can 
be  disallowed,  except  upon  the  issue  of  an  order  of  the 
Queen  in  council.  Otherwise,  it  is  customary  to  notify 
the  governor  that  the  acts  forwarded  by  him  will  be 
4  left  to  their  operation  ;  ’  or,  ‘  that  her  Majesty  will  not 
be  advised  to  exercise  her  power  of  disallowance  with 
respect  to  ’  the  same.0 

Sometimes — when  objections  are  entertained  by  the 
Imperial  government  to  particular  laws,  passed  by  a 
local  parliament,  and  reserved  by  the  governor — the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  refrains  from  submit¬ 
ting  the  act  to  the  Crown ;  not  with  the  intention  of 
defeating  the  deliberate  wish  of  the  legislature,  but  in 
order  that  the  question  may  be  left  open  for  recon¬ 
sideration  at  a  future  session.11 

I  he  constitutional  practice  in  regard  to  Imperial 
control  over  bills  passed  by  colonial  legislatures,  and  the 


n  See  26  &  27  Vic.  c.  84. 

0  Piret  Report,  West  Indies 
Legal  Commission  ;  Com.  Pap. 
1825,  v.  15,  p.  233;  Earl  Grey, 
Hans.  D.  v.  106,  p.  1120;  ib.  v. 
122,  pp.  1167,  1288.  His  paper  in 
Nineteenth  Cent..,  v.  5,  p.  953; 


Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1870,  No.  39. 

p  Despatch  to  governor  of  Vic¬ 
toria  of  Jan.  26,  1861,  on  Abolition 
of  Pensions  Act,  Vic.  Leg.  Assern. 
Pap.  1860-61,  No.  36  ;  despatch  on 
Lien  on  Crops  Act,  ib.  1862-63,  A. 
No.  25. 
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circumstances  under  which,  that  control  is  now  exer¬ 
cised,  in  the  case  of  self-governing  colonies,  will  be 
further  exemplified  by  a  series  of  illustrative  pre¬ 
cedents. 

These  precedents,  it  should  be  observed,  are  prin¬ 
cipally  taken  from  the  political  annals  of  Canada,  as 
affording  a  wider  and  more  instructive  field  of  inquiry 
into  the  practical  working  of  Imperial  supervision  over 
colonial  legislation  than  is  obtainable  from  any  other 
quarter.  For  the  experiment  of  incorporating  the 
principle  of  ‘  responsible  government  ’  into  the  political 
institutions  of  a  colony  was  first  applied  to  Canada, 
before  it  was  introduced  elsewhere.  And  it  is  also 
important  to  notice  the  continued  exercise  of  Imperial 
ascendency  over  legislation  in  Canada,  when  her  boun¬ 
daries  were  enlarged,  her  political  importance  increased, 
and  her  right  to  the  fullest  measure  of  political  freedom 
consistent  with  the  supreme  authority  of  the  empire 
was  frankly  acknowledged  by  the  mother  country,  upon 
her  elevation  into  the  rank  of  a  dominion  with  subor¬ 
dinate  provinces  subject  to  her  rule.  We  will  note, 
first,  Canadian  practice,  from  the  time  of  the  union 
between  Upper  and  Lower  Canada,  and  the  consequent 
introduction  of  local  self-government  into  the  united 
province  in  1841,  up  to  the  period  of  the  confederation 
of  the  British  North  American  colonies  in  1867. 


Imperial 
supervi¬ 
sion  of 
colonial 
enact¬ 
ments. 


Tn  Canada 
before 
confe¬ 
deration. 


For  a  return  of  the  titles  and  dates  of  bills  passed  by  the  legisla¬ 
tures  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick,  Newfoundland,  and 
Prince  Edward  Island  since  1836,  and  up  to  1864,  which  were 
reserved — by  the  governor,  or  by  the  operation  of  a  suspending 
clause  in  the  particular  acts — for  reference  to  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment,  specifying  those  to  which  the  royal  assent  was  ultimately 
refused,  with  extracts  from  despatches  assigning  reasons  for  the 
same,  see  Commons  Papers,  1864,  vol.  xl.  p.  665.  Within  this 
period  no  less  than  three  hundred  and  forty-one  bills  were  reserved 
by  the  governors  of  these  British  North  American  colonies,  or  sus¬ 
pended  in  their  operation,  until  her  Majesty’s  pleasure  should  be 
made  known  ;  to  forty-seven  of  which  bills  the  royal  assent  was, 
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for  various  reasons  of  law  or  of  public  policy,  afterwards  refused. 
Most  of  these  cases,  however,  occurred  prior  to  the  concession  of 
‘  responsible  government  ;  ’  since  then  the  number  of  bills  reserved 
has  been  considerably  reduced,  and  gradually  lessened  to  a 
minimum.  {Ibid.  p.  709.)  i 

At  t.lie  close  of  the  first  session  of  the  parliament 
of  United  Canada — on  Sept.  18,  1841 — no  less  than 
fifteen  bills  were  reserved  for  the  signification  of  the 
royal  pleasure  thereon.  But  all  these  bills  afterwards 
received  the  royal  assent,  with  the  exception  of  a  bill 
to  provide  for  the  freedom  of  elections.  For  some 
reason,  which  is  not  on  record,  the  assent  of  the  Crown 
was  withholden  from  this  measure.  In  the  following 
session,  a  new  bill  on  the  subject  was  introduced, 
which  was  passed  and  assented  to  by  the  governor- 
general. 

In  1842  and  1848,  and  also  in  subsequent  sessions 
up  to  1878,  various  Canadian  bills  were  reserved  for  the 
consideration  of  her  Majesty’s  government.  But  this 
course  was  necessitated,  in  regard  to  certain  descrip¬ 
tions  of  measures,  by  reason  of  their  affecting  the  pre¬ 
rogative  of  the  Crown,  or  being  of  a  character  that, 
under  the  royal  instructions,  rendered  such  a  proceed¬ 
ing  imperative.  It  is  not  requisite,  therefore,  to  make 
special  reference  to  bills  reserved  under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  as,  in  most  instances,  they  afterwards  received 
the  royal  assent.  It  will  suffice  to  point  out  the  bills 
which  failed  to  receive  the  assent  of  the  Crown;  or 
which,  notwithstanding  that  they  had  received  the 
same  through  the  governor-general,  were  afterwards 
disallowed  by  the  Queen  in  council. 

In  1843,  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe  being  governor-general,  and 
Messrs.  Lafontame  and  Baldwin  leaders  of  the  provincial  adminis¬ 
tration,  they  obtained  his  excellency’s  consent  to  submit  to  parlia- 


i  For  number  of  provincial  bills  disallowed  by  the  federal  government 
in  Canada,  see  post,  p.  530. 
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ment  a  bill  for  the  discouragement  of  secret  societies.  But  the 
measure  which  they  introduced  included  several  clauses  to  which 
the  governor  repeatedly  took  exception,  on  the  ground  that  they 
were  arbitrary,  oppressive,  and  unconstitutional.  Nevertheless,  the 
bill  passed  through  both  houses  of  the  legislature.  Whereupon  the 
governor  declared  his  intention  of  reserving  it  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Imperial  government.  Ministers  objected  to  this  proceeding. 
They  also  differed  with  the  governor  in  regard  to  the  mode  of  exer¬ 
cising  the  patronage  of  the  Crown  in  appointments  to  office.  They 
accordingly  resigned,  one  only  of  their  number  remaining  in  office. 
At  this  juncture,  parliament  was  prorogued  ;  the  secret  societies 
bill,  with  some  others  of  minor  importance,  being  reserved  for  the 
signification  of  the  Queen’s  pleasure  thereon.  A  new  administration 
was  then  formed,  and  a  dissolution  of  parliament  ensued.  In  the 
new  assembly  the  incoming  ministers  were  sustained.  The  royal 
assent  was  withholden  from  the  secret  societies  bill,  because  ‘  the 
Queen  cannot  be  advised  to  concur  in  an  enactment  placing  any 
class  of  her  Majesty’s  subjects  beyond  the  protection  of  the  law,  and 
depriving  them,  without  a  previous  conviction  for  crime,  of  the 
privileges  to  which  all  British  subjects  have  a  common  title.’  The 
governor-general  was  also  notified  that  his  conduct  was  approved 
by  her  Majesty’s  government.1' 

In  1844  a  reserved  bill,  for  better  securing  the  independence  of 
the  legislative  council,  was  not  assented  to  because  the  law  officers 
of  the  Crown  advised  that  it  contained  provisions  that  were  ‘  repug¬ 
nant  ’  to  the  Imperial  act  3  &  4  Vic.  c.  35. s  In  the  same  year, 
a  bill  to  explain  and  amend  an  act  of  the  previous  session,  vesting 
certain  property  in  the  officers  of  her  Majesty’s  ordnance,  was 
reserved,  and  not  afterwards  assented  to,  for  reasons  that  were  not 
made  known  to  parliament.1  But  in  1846  another  act  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  was  passed  and  assented  to. 

In  1846  a  reserved  bill,  to  divorce  one  Mr.  Harris  from  his 
wife,  was  refused  the  royal  assent,  on  the  report  of  the  law  officers 
of  the  Crown  that,  whereas  the  parties  were  not  domiciled  in 
Canada  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act,  the  courts  of  law 
would  not  consider  the  act  adequate  to  effect  a  valid  divorce,  even 
if  it  were  to  receive  the  sanction  of  the  Crown." 

In  the  same  year  the  royal  assent  was  withheld  from  a  reserved 


r  Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1843,  of  England,  ed.  1883,  v.  2,  p.294. 
pp.  181-210,  1844-45,  p.  66;  Com.  s  Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 
Pap.  1864,  v.  40,  p.  689  ;  Hans.  L>.  1844-45,  p.  65. 

v.  75,  pp.  39-72.  For  Imperial  1  lb.  1846,  p.  81. 

legislation  concerning  secret  socie-  u  lb.  p.  29. 

ties,  see  Stephen  Hist.  Crim.  Law 
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bill  to  authorise  the  creditor  of  a  public  officer  to  attach  a  part  of 
his  official  salary  in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  against  him,  because 
this  bill  was  liable  to  grave  objections  on  grounds  of  public  policy, 
and  because  no  similar  law  exists  in  England.'' 

By  order  of  the  Queen  in  council,  dated  July  18,  1849,  a 
Canadian  act,  passed  and  assented  to  in  1847,  for  the  incorporation 
of  the  town  of  Bytown,  was  disallowed.""  Meanwhile,  however,  the 
Canadian  parliament  in  1849  had  passed  an  act  to  repeal  the  act 
aforesaid  from  January  1,  1850,  and  to  substitute  other  provisions 
for  the  incorporation  of  Bytown.  The  grounds  of  objection  taken 
-  by  the  Imperial  government  to  the  act  of  1847  do  not  appear,  but  it 
is  evident  that  they  were  removed  in  the  later  act  of  1849,  inas¬ 
much  as  that  statute  was  allowed  to  go  into  operation. x 

By  order  of  the  Queen  in  council,  dated  April  14,  1851,  a 
Canadian  act,  passed  and  assented  to  in  1850,  in  relation  to  the 
currency,  wras  disallowed,  for  various  reasons  :  (1)  because  the 
governor-general,  by  assenting  to  this  act,  and  not  referring  it  for 
the  special  consideration  of  the  Imperial  government,  acted  in 
contravention  of  the  royal  instructions  ;  ( "2 )  because  the  act  pro¬ 
posed  to  confer  upon  the  governor-general  the  right  of  coining — a 
prerogative  reserved  by  constitutional  law  to  the  sovereign  ;  (3) 
because  of  the  clause  contained  therein  to  alter  the  current  rates  of 
certain  foreign  coins — which,  being  enacted  without  the  previous 
assent  of  her  Majesty  in  council,  was  an  interference  with  Imperial 
control  over  the  value  of  current  money  in  circulation  throughout 
the  realm.  Previous  to  the  formal  disallowance  of  this  act,  much 
correspondence  took  place  respecting  it  between  the  colonial  and 
Imperial  governments/  Subsequently,  in  the  years  1851  and  1853, 
new  currency  acts  were  passed  by  the  Canadian  parliament  ;  but  they 
were  framed  with  due  regard  to  the  royal  prerogative,  and  contained 
clauses  to  postpone  their  enforcement  until  after  the  issue  of  royal 
proclamations  to  declare  the  time  when  they  should  go  into  operation. 
These  acts,  moreover,  were  carefully  considered  between  the  respec¬ 
tive  governments,  and  the  correspondence  thereon  communicated  to 
the  Canadian  parliament.2  And  although,  by  the  British  North 
America  Act  of  1867,  the  Imperial  parliament  has  specially  em¬ 
powered  the  parliament  of  Canada  to  exercise  ‘  exclusive  legislative 
authority  ’  in  relation  to  ‘  currency  and  coinage,’  the  acts  passed  in 
Canada  upon  the  subject  of  the  currency  in  1868  and  in  1871  expressly 
conserve  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown  in  the  matter  of  coinage,  and 

v  Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  Vic.  c.  82. 

1846,  p.  43.  y  Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1851 

w  16.  1850,  p.  7.  App.  Y.YL 

11  See  also  Canada  Act,  13  &  14  z  16.  1852-53,  App.  P. 
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authorise  her  Majesty  to  affix  by  proclamation  from  time  to  time 
the  rates  at  which  coins  in  circulation  in  Canada,  or  struck  off  by 
order  of  her  Majesty  for  use  in  Canada,  shall  pass  current. a 

By  order  of  the  Queen  in  council,  dated  September  23,  1859,  a 
Canadian  act,  passed  and  assented  to  in  that  year,  to  impose  a  duty 
on  vessels  admitted  to  registry  and  to  the  Canadian  coasting  trade, 
and  belonging  to  countries  not  admitting  Canadian  vessels  to  similar 
privileges,  was  disallowed.15 

By  order  of  the  Queen  in  council,  dated  January  6,  1862,  a 
Canadian  act,  passed  and  assented  to  in  1861,  to  give  jurisdiction 
to  Canadian  magistrates,  in  respect  of  certain  offences  committed 
in  New  Brunswick  by  persons  afterwards  escaping  to  Canada,  was 
disallowed,  as  being  in  excess  of  the  jurisdiction  belonging  to  the 
Canadian  parliament,  and  only  to  be  properly  effected  by  Imperial 
legislation;  or  by  an  arrangement,  in  the  nature  of  an  agreement 
of  extradition  between  the  two  provinces,  to  be  carried  into  effect 
by  acts  of  the  two  provincial  legislatures.0 

Let  us  now  briefly  notice  the  instances  wherein  bills  passed  by 
the  parliament  of  the  dominion  of  Canada,  after  its  establishment 
under  the  British  North  America  Act  of  1867,  have  been  disallowed 
by  the  Crown. 

On  May  22,  1868,  at  the  close  of  the  first  session  of  parliament 
of  the  new  dominion  of  Canada,  an  act  passed  by  the  senate  and  house 
of  commons  1  to  fix  the  salary  of  the  governor-general  ’  was  reserved 
for  the  consideration  of  her  Majesty’s  pleasure  thereon.  It  was 
proposed,  by  this  act,  to  reduce  the  salary  of  the  governor-general 
from  10,0007,  at  which  rate  it  had  been  fixed  by  the  Imperial  act  of 
union  in  1867  (subject  to  alteration  by  the  parliament  of  Canada), 
to  6,5007 

But  on  July  30,  1868,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies 
notified  Lord  Monck  (the  governor-general)  that  while  it  was  £  with 
reluctance,  and  only  on  serious  occasions,  that  the  Queen’s  govern - 


a  Canada  Acts,  31  Yic.  c.  45 ; 
34  Yic.  c.  4  ;  and  see  the  Queen’s 
proclamation,  dated  Dec.  9,  1876,  in 
regard  Do  bronze  coins  for  circulation 
in  Canada,  prefixed  to  the  Canada 
Stats.  1877,  p.  61.  Also  Canada 
Sess.  Pap.  1870,  No'.  40.  And  see 
despatch  Feb.  27,  1879,  regarding 
supply  of  new  coinage,  enjoining 
governors  to  keep  it  in  proper  condi¬ 
tion  by  withdrawal  of  worn  coins. 
S.  Aust.  Pari.  Proc.  1879,  No.  66. 
b  Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jotu\1860, 

p.  6. 


c  Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 
1862,  p.  101.  The  law  officers  of 
the  Crown  gave  an  opinion  in  1855, 
in  reference  to  British  Guiana : 

‘  We  conceive  that  the  colonial  legis¬ 
lature  cannot  legally  exercise  its 
jurisdiction  beyond  its  territorial 
limits — three  miles  from  the  shore 
— or,  at  the  utmost,  can  only  do  this 
over  persons  domiciled  in  the  colony 
who  may  offend  against  its  ordin¬ 
ances  even  beyond  those  limits,  but 
not  over  other  persons.’  (Forsyth, 
Constitutional  Cases,  p.  24.) 
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ment  can  advise  her  Majesty  to  withhold  the  royal  sanction  from  a 
bill  which  has  passed  two  branches  of  the  Canadian  parliament,’  yet 
that  a  regard  for  the  interests  of  Canada  and  a  well-founded  appre¬ 
hension  that  a  reduction  in  the  salary  of  the  governor  which  would 
place  the  office,  as  far  as  salary  is  a  standard  of  recognition,  in  the  third 
class  among  colonial  governments,  obliged  her  Majesty’s  government 
to  advise  that  this  bill  should  not  be  permitted  to  become  law.d  In 
accordance  with  the  opinions  entertained  by  the  Imperial  government 
on  this  subject,  and  with  the  right  to  legislate  thereon  which  was 
expressly  conferred  upon  the  parliament  of  Canada  by  the  105th 
section  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  the  dominion  parliament 
in  1869  re-enacted,  by  their  own  authority,  the  clause  of  the  Imperial 
statute  which  fixed  the  salary  of  the  governor-general  at  10,000f. 
sterling,  equal  to  $48,666'63  ;  the  same  to  be  payable  out  of  the 
consolidated  revenue  of  Canada.  This  act  was  necessarily  reserved, 
under  the  royal  instructions  ;  but  it  received  the  assent  of  her 
Majesty  in  council  on  August  7,  1869.  Since  then  no  further 
attempt  has  been  made  to  reduce  the  salary  of  the  governor-general. 

On  December  17,  1869,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies 
notified  the  governor-general  of  Canada,  in  regard  to  certain  acts 
passed  by  the  dominion  parliament  in  the  previous  session  of  parlia¬ 
ment,  that  her  Majesty  would  not  be  advised  to  exercise  her  power 
of  disallowance  with  respect  thereto  ;  but  that  he  observed  that  the 
third  section  of  ‘an  act  respecting  perjury  ’  assumed  to  affix  a 
criminal  character  to  acts  committed  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
dominion.  ‘  As  such  a  provision  is  beyond  the  legislative  power  of 
the  Canadian  parliament,’  the  colonial  secretary  requested  the 
governor-general  to  bring  this  point  to  the  notice  of  his  ministers, 
with  a  view  to  the  amendment  of  the  act  in  this  particular.6  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  in  the  ensuing  session  of  the  dominion  parliament  an  act 
was  passed  to  correct  this  error. f 

On  May  12,  1870,  an  act  passed  by  the  parliament  of  the 
dominion  of  Canada,  ‘  to  establish  and  provide  for  the  government 
of  the  province  of  Manitoba,’  was  assented  to  by  the  governor- 
general  in  the  Queen’s  name.  While  this  act  was  under  considera¬ 
tion  in  parliament,  doubts  were  expressed  as  to  the  competency  of 
the  dominion  parliament,  under  the  British  North  America  Act, 
1867,  to  establish  provincial  governments  in  territories  admitted,  or 
which  may  hereafter  be  admitted,  into  the  dominion,  and  to  provide 
for  the  representation  of  such  provinces  in  the  senate  and  the 


d  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1869,  No.  assent.  Vie.  Pari.  1862,  No.  30. 

73.  In  1862,  a  reserved  bill  to  re-  e  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1870,  No. 
duce  the  salary  of  the  governor  of  39. 

Victoria  was  refused  the  royal  f  Act  33  Vic.  c.  26. 


IMPERIAL  CONTROL  OVER  COLONIAL  LEGISLATION.  179 


house  of  commons  of  the  dominion.  Accordingly,  upon  a  report 
made  to  the  privy  council  of  Canada  by  the  minister  of  justice  upon 
this  subject,  and  approved  by  the  governor-general,  application  was 
made  to  the  Imperial  government  to  submit  a  measure  to  the 
Imperial  parliament,  at  its  next  session,  for  the  purpose  of  quieting 
these  doubts,  and  for  preventing  the  necessity  of  repeated  applica¬ 
tions  to  the  Imperial  parliament  for  additional  powers  to  enable  the 
dominion  parliament  to  legislate  for  the  admission  of  new  provinces 
into  the  dominion,  upon  similar  terms  and  conditions  as  apply  to  the 
provinces  already  forming  part  of  the  same  ;  and  also  for  the  altera¬ 
tion  of  the  boundaries  of  existing  provinces,  with  the  consent  of  the 
local  government. 

In  compliance  with  the  wishes  of  the  Canadian  government, 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  on  January  26,  1871,  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  governor-general  a  draft-bill  for  effecting  the  pur¬ 
poses  above  mentioned  ;  which,  being  approved  in  Canada,  was 
afterwards  enacted  by  the  Imperial  parliament.^ 

On  May  3,  1873,  the  governor-general  of  Canada  (the  Earl  of 
Dufferin)  transmitted  to  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies  a  certified  copy  of  a  bill  ‘  to  provide  for  the  examination 
of  witnesses  on  oath  by  committees  of  the  senate  and  house  of  com¬ 
mons  in  certain  cases,’ which  had  passed  both  houses  of  the  Canadian 
parliament  and  received  the  royal  assent  through  the  governor- 
general.  In  his  despatch,  accompanying  this  bill,  Lord  Dufferin 
explained  the  nature  and  necessity  for  the  measure,  and  the  reasons 
which  had  induced  him  to  assent  to  it,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
doubts  had  been  expressed  whether,  on  technical  grounds,  this  bill 
was  within  the  competency  or  jurisdiction  of  the  Canadian  parlia¬ 
ment.  He  inclosed  a  memorandum  from  the  minister  of  justice 
(Sir  John  A.  Macdonald),  giving  expression  to  these  doubts  and 
desiring  that  they  might  be  considered  by  her  Majesty’s  government. 

On  June  30,  1873,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  notified 
the  governor-general  that,  upon  the  advice  of  the  law  officers  of  the 
Crown,  her  Majesty  had  agreed  to  an  order  in  council,  disallowing 
the  act  in  question,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  ultra  vires,  as  being 
contrary  to  the  express  terms  of  the  eighteenth  section  of  the 
Bi’itish  North  America  Act.  He  also  pointed  out  that  the  Act  31 
Vic.  c.  24,  passed  by  the  Canadian  parliament  in  1868  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  conferring  upon  the  senate  the  power  of  administering  oaths 
to  witnesses  at  their  bar — though  it  appears  to  have  escaped  obser¬ 
vation,  and  was  not  disallowed — was  nevertheless  ‘void  and  inopera- 


e  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1871,  No.  20,  pp.  136-141  ;  Imp.  Act,  34  & 
35  Vic.  c.  28. 
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tive  as  being  repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  and  cannot  be  legally  acted  upon.’  h 

By  an  act  of  the  Imperial  parliament,  passed  in  1875,  the 
eighteenth  section  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  aforesaid,  was 
repealed,  and  a  new  provision  substituted,  under  which  it  was 
declared  to  be  competent  to  the  parliament  of  Canada  to  pass  any 
act  to  define  the  privileges,  immunities,  and  powers  of  either  house, 
and  of  the  members  thereof,  respectively  ;  but  so  that  the  same  shall 
not  exceed  those  held  and  exercised  by  the  Imperial  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  such  act.  This  statute,  likewise, 
gave  validity  to  the  Canadian  act  of  1868,  which  was  declared  to 
have  been  invalid,  because  of  its  repugnancy  to  the  Imperial  act  of 
18671 

In  the  session  of  the  parliament  of  Canada  held  in  1872,  a  bill 
was  passed,  ‘  to  amend  the  act  resjoecting  copyrights,’  which  was 
reserved  for  the  signification  of  her  Majesty’s  pleasure.  On  May  16, 
18/4,  the  governor-general  transmitted  to  the  secretary  of  state  for 
the  colonies  copies  of  resolutions,  adopted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Commons,  urging  that  the  royal  assent  should  be  given  to  this 
bill ;  and  representing  that  the  two  years,  within  which  (under  the 
fifty-seventh  section  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867)  it 
would  be  competent  for  the  assent  of  the  Queen  in  council  to  be 
signified  to  the  same,  would  expire  on  June  14  next.  In  his  reply, 
dated  June  15,  1874,  the  colonial  secretary  stated  that  he  had  been 
unable  to  advise  her  Majesty  to  assent  to  this  bill,  because  certain 
provisions,  contained  therein,  are  in  conflict  with  imperial  legislation 
in  regard  to  copyright.  Moreover,  the  validity  of  the  bill  would  not 
have  been  established,  even  if  her  Majesty  had  been  pleased  to  assent 
to  it  ;  inasmuch  as  being  ‘  repugnant  ’  to  an  Imperial  act  extending 
to  the  colony,  it  was  by  the  second  section  of  the  colonial  laws  vali¬ 
dity  act  of  1865,  absolutely  void  and  inoperative.! 

In  1875  another  copyright  act  was  passed  by  the  Canadian 
parliament  and  reserved  for  Imperial  consideration.  In  the  same 
year  an  Imperial  act  wTas  passed  empowering  the  Queen  to  assent  to 
this  Canadian  statute,  notwithstanding  its  presumed  repugnance  to 
Imperial  legislation  and  to  an  order  in  council  issued  in  1868.  It  gave 
authority  to  her  Majesty  to  assent  to  the  bill,  but  it  prohibited  the  im- 


11  Canada  Com.  Jour.  Oct.  23, 
1873,  pp.  5-12;  Com.  Pap.  1874,  v. 
45,  pp.  3  9. 

1  Imp.  Act  38  and  39  Vic.  c.  38 ; 
Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1876,  No.  45. 
Accordingly,  in  1876,  the  oaths  bill, 
disallowed  merely  upon  technical 


grounds,  was  re-enacted  by  the 
Canadian  parliament.  (Can.  Stats. 
39  Viet.  c.  7).  For  a  similar  act, 
for  the  examination  of  witnesses  by 
parliament,  upon  oath,  see  New 
South  Wales  Stat.  45  Vic.  c.  5. 

J  Com.  Sess.  Pap.  1875,  No.  28. 
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portation  into  the  U nited  Kingdom  of  colonial  reprints.  It  accordingly 
became  law.  In  1885  an  international  copyright  convention  was  held 
at  Berne,  Switzerland,  and  a  draft  of  the  convention  was  agreed  to 
for  giving  to  authors  of  literary  and  artistic  works,  first  published  in 
one  of  the  countries,  a  like  copyright  in  all  the  other  countries  that 
had  joined  the’conference.k  Accordingly,  an  Imperial  act  was  passed 
in  1886  to  carry  the  Berne  convention  into  effect  in  her  Majesty’s 
dominions.1 

In  1889  a  Canadian  act,  further  amending  the  copyright  law, 
■was  passed,  but  held  not  to  go  into  force  until  proclaimed  by  the 
governor-general,  that  it  might  first  be  submitted  for  the  concurrence 
of  her  Majesty’s  government.  In  the  main  it  sought  the  same 
powers  to  legislate  in  the  dominion  as  did  that  of  the  bill  of  1872, 
before  referred  to.  In  a  report  by  the  Canadian  privy  council,  to 
the  governor-general,  setting  forth  the  object  and  purpose  of  this 
bill,  it  is  stated  that  the  copyright  law  in  force  in  Canada  (of  which 
the  act  of  last  session  was  an  amendment),  irrespective  of  the  inter¬ 
national  copyright  act  of  1886,  which  gives  effect  to  the  Berne  con¬ 
vention,  consists,  as  has  been  intimated,  partly  of  Imperial  and 
partly  of  Canadian  legislation. 

Under  it  every  work  copyrighted  in  Great  Britain  had  copyright 
protection  without  the  requirement  of  publication  in  Canada. 
Under  the  protection  of  this  system  United  States  authors  secure 
copyright  in  Great  Britain  and  her  possessions  by  publishing  in  Eng¬ 
land  (sometimes  by  publishing  a  limited  edition,  not  intended  to 
supply  the  market,  and  not  sufficient  thereof),  and  thus  secure  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Canadian  market,  while  a  Canadian  cannot  obtain  such 
copyright  privileges  in  the  United  States.  .  .  .  ‘  By  the  legislation 
of  last  session  it  is  proposed  that  the  persons  having  copyright  under 
Imperial  legislation  or  under  any  treaty  arrangement  with  Great 
Britain,  may  preserve  the  exclusive  right  as  to  Canada  by  publish¬ 
ing  or  republishing  in  this  country  within  a  certain  time,  and  that  if 
he  does  not  so  publish  or  republish,  his  copyright  shall  still  avail  him, 
to  the  extent  of  enabling  him  to  collect  a  royalty  on  all  republica¬ 
tions  made  in  Canada  by  any  other  person.’ m  The  Copyright  Associa¬ 
tion  of  England  asked  that  her  Majesty  be  advised  to  withhold  the 
royal  assent  to  this  act,  and  the  colonial  secretary  replied  that  it 
would  be  referred  to  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown."  Subsequently 
the  Copyright  Committee  of  the  Society  of  Authors,  in  reply  to  a 
communication  from  the  colonial  secretary  directing  that  they  con- 


k  Articles  of  convention,  Com.  Copyright  Act,  1889 ;  Can.  Sess, 
Pap.  1887,  v.  91,  p.  307.  Pap.  1890,  No.  35,  p.  5. 

1  49  and  50  Vic.  c.  33.  n  lb.  pp.  1-4. 
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sider  the  questions  raised  by  Sir  John  Thompson  in  his  report  (for 
full  text  of  report  see  Sessional  Papers,  No.  81, 1892)to  Lord  Knutsford, 
of  July  14,  1890,  upon  the  act,  confined  themselves  to  suggesting  im¬ 
provements  in  the  enforcement  of  the  act,  protecting  the  authors’ 
interests,  and  did  not,  as  previously,  ask  for  its  disallowance. 

In  reply  to  a  letter  from  the  minister  of  justice,  dated  December 
15,  1S90,  pressing  upon  the  home  government  the  necessity  of  grant¬ 
ing  legislation  to  set  at  rest  the  questions  involved  in  copyright  in 
Canada,  the  colonial  secretary  stated  that  it  was  considered 
desirable  to  delay  reply  till  ‘  it  was  seen  how  the  copyright  question 
would  be  finally  dealt  with  in  the  United  States.’  0 

In  1874,  a  bill  was  passed  by  both  houses  of  the  parliament  of 
Canada,  entitled,  ‘  an  act  to  regulate  the  construction  and  mainten¬ 
ance  of  marine  electric  telegraphs.’  In  conformity  with  the  seventh 
paragraph  of  the  royal  instructions,  and  upon  the  advice  of  the 
minister  of  justice,  his  Excellency  the  governor-general  reserved  this 
bill  for  the  signification  of  her  Majesty’s  pleasure.  The  Anglo- 
American  telegraph  company  had  opposed  the  passage  of  the  bill,  but 
their  objections  to  it  had  been  overruled  by  the  senate  ;  and  the 
privy  council,  while  advising  its  reservation,  out  of  deference  to  the 
royal  instructions,  and  because  it  ‘  may  possibly  be  considered  to 
prejudice  the  interests  and  rights  of  property  of  her  Majesty’s 
subjects  not  residing  in  Canada,’  expressed  their  conviction  that  the 
measure  was  calculated  to  be  highly  beneficial  to  Canadian  interests, 
and  also  was  in  accordance  with  the  established  policy  of  the 
country.  They  therefore  prayed  that  it  might  receive  the  royal 
assent  at  an  early  date. 

Meanwhile,  the  Anglo-American  telegraph  company  petitioned 
the  governor-general  in  council  that  the  bill  might  not  be  allowed  to 
become  law  ;  but  they  were  informed  that,  the  bill  being  now  in  the 
hands  of  the  Imperial  authorities,  the  subject  was  no  longer  open  for 
the  consideration  of  the  government  of  Canada. 

Numerous  representations  were  made  to  her  Majesty’s  secretary 
of  state  for  the  colonies,  both  for  and  against  the  confirmation  of  this 
bill.  Lut  on  October  29,  1874,  he  wrote  to  the  governor-general, 
intimating  that,  while  he  entirely  appreciated  the  reasons  which  in¬ 
duced  the  Canadian  ministers  to  advise  the  reservation  of  the  same, 
he  felt  that  he  could  not  properly  assume  the  function  of  deciding 
between  the  conflicting  views  expressed  in  regard  to  the  policy 
embodied  in  this  measure.  He  had  therefore  decided  to  tender  no 
advice  to  her  Majesty  respecting  it. 

He  added  that  ‘  it  seems  to  me  to  be  clearly  within  the  com-. 


0  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1892,  No.  81,  p.  20. 
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petency  of  the  dominion  government  and  parliament  to  legislate  ’ 
upon  this  subject,  ‘  without  any  interference  on  the  part  of  the 
government  of  this  country.’  It  being  a  local  question,  ‘  involving 
no  points  in  respect  of  which  it  would  appear  necessary  that  Imperial 
interests  should  be  guarded,  or  the  relations  of  the  dominion  with 
other  colonial  or  foreign  governments  controlled.’  ‘  It  is  obvious 
that  if  the  intervention  of  her  Majesty’s  government  were  liable  to  be 
invoked  whenever  Canadian  legislation  on  local  questions  affect,  or  is 
alleged  to  affect,  the  property  of  absent  persons,  the  measure  of  self- 
government  conceded  to  the  dominion  might  be  reduced  within  very 
narrow  limits.  It  is  to  the  dominion  government  and  legislature 
that  persons  concerned  in  the  legislation  of  Canada  on  domestic 
subjects  and  its  results  must  have  recourse  ;  and  this  government 
cannot  attempt  to  decide  upon  the  details  of  such  legislation  without 
incurring  the  risk  of  those  complications  which  are  consequent  upon 
a  confusion  of  authority.’ 

It  having  been  decided  by  her  Majesty’s  government  to  take  no 
action  with  respect  to  this  reserved  bill,  in  order  that,  if  thought 
desirable  in  Canada,  a  new  bill  might  be  introduced  into  the  dominion 
parliament  during  the  following  session,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies,  in  reply  to  a  communication  from  the  government  of  New¬ 
foundland,  in  regard  to  certain  rights  presumed  to  accrue  to  parties 
under  an  act  passed  by  the  Newfoundland  legislature,  advised  that 
those  rights  should  be  submitted  to  judicial  determination  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  colony.  And  that  it  would  be  of  advantage 
for  the  government  of  Newfoundland  to  confer  with  the  dominion 
government  in  relation  to  the  best  mode  of  settling  what,  if  any, 
payments  might  be  necessary  for  satisfying  such  rights.? 

In  the  following  session  of  the  dominion  parliament,  a  new  bill 
to  regulate  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  marine  electric 
telegraphs  was  introduced ;  and  after  undergoing  considerable 
modification  in  both  houses,  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  the  views  of 
contending  parties,  it  was  passed  and  assented  to  by  the  governor- 
general.  <i 

The  Imperial  merchant  shipping  act  of  1876  contains  certain 
general  provisions  applicable  to  vessels  trading  with  Canada.  But 
the  forty-fourth  section  of  this  act  declares  that  the  regulations  in 
respect  to  deck  cargoes  shall  not  apply  to  ships  engaged  in  the 
coasting-trade  of  any  British  possession,  and  that  no  part  of  the 
act  shall  apply  to  any  vessel  trading  exclusively  in  colonial  inland 
waters.  In  1878,  however,  a  bill  was  passed  through  the  dominion 
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parliament  to  repeal,  !  as  respects  all  ships  while  in  the  waters  of 
Canada,’  from  and  after  the  time  which  may  be  fixed  for  that 
purpose  by  a  proclamation  issued  by  her  Majesty  in  council,  the 
twenty-third  section  of  the  said  statute,  which  regulates  the  space 
occupied  by  deck  cargoes  which  shall  be  liable  for  tonnage  dues. 
This  act  was  not  allowed  by  her  Majesty’s  government,  inasmuch  as 
it  claimed  to  legislate  not  merely  for  Canadian  shipping,  and  for 
vessels  specially  exempted  by  the  forty-fourth  section  above  men¬ 
tioned,  from  the  operation  of  the  Imperial  act,  but  likewise  for  1  all 
ships  ’  while  in  Canadian  waters.  Such  a  provision  was  obviously 
in  excess  of  the  powers  of  the  Canadian  parliament.  In  making 
known  to  the  Canadian  government  their  disapproval  of  this  act, 
the  Imperial  board  of  trade  suggested  that  another  act  might  be 
passed  on  the  subject,  but  limited  in  its  operation  to  ships  over 
which  the  dominion  government  could  exercise  control.1' 

In  the  session  of  1879  the  Canada  Parliament  passed  another 
act  (42  Yic.  c.  24)  respecting  the  tonnage  of  ships,  which  was 
expressly  limited  to  vessels  amenable  to  Canadian  law.  (See  also 
43  Vic.  c.  29,  sec.  13.)  Upon  the  same  principle,  the  colonial 
secretary,  in  a  despatch  to  the  governor  of  New  Zealand,  dated 
May  3,  1878,  whilst  admitting  that,  ‘  so  far  as  relates  to  communi¬ 
cation  with  the  shore  and  with  the  shipping  in  colonial  waters,  her 
Majesty’s  ships  should  be  subject  to  local  quarantine  regulations 
in  the  same  manner  as  merchant  ships,’  yet  desired  that  instructions 
might  be  issued,  by  the  government  of  the  colony,  to  forbid  the 
local  authorities  in  any  way  to  interfere  with  the  internal  manage¬ 
ment  of  her  Majesty’s  ships,  or  with  their  freedom  to  proceed  to  sea 
whenever  the  officer  in  command  may  deem  such  course  requisite.8 

Furthermore,  upon  the  introduction  into  the  Canadian  parlia- 
liament,  in  1875,  of  a  bill  to  create  a  supreme  court  for  the  dominion, 
it  was  the  expressed  intention  of  ministers  to  have  prohibited  any 
further  appeals  to  her  Majesty’s  privy  council.  They  were  notified, 
however,  that  the  bill  could  not  be  sanctioned  unless  it  preserved  to 
the  Crown  its  rights  to  hear  the  appeals  of  all  British  subjects  who 
might  desire  to  appeal  in  the  ultimate  resort  to  the  Queen  in 
council.  Accordingly,  a  saving-clause  to  that  effect  was  inserted  in 
the  bill,  and  it  received  the  royal  assentA 

It  will  be  seen  by  the  table  of  reserved  bills  and  disallowed  acts 
{ante,  p.  158),  that,  covering  the  period  from  the  establishment  of  the 
dominion  government  in  1867  to  1890,  the  royal  assent  appears, 


r  Private  information  received  App.  A.  2,  p.  19. 
from  the  Department  of  Marine  and  1  Lord  Norton,  in  Nineteenth 
Fisheries,  March,  1879.  Cent.,  v.  6,  p.  173 ;  Canada  Act, 

s  New  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1878,  38  Vic.  c.  11,  sec.  47. 
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formally,  to  liave  been  withheld  only  in  the  case  of  one  bill,  and  but 
one  act  has  been  disallowed. 

We  would  now  invite  attention  to  various  prece¬ 
dents  that  have  arisen  in  the  Australian  colonies,  which 
illustrate  the  extent  of  the  control  now  and  heretofore 
exercised  "by  the  Queen  in  council  over  legislation  in 
that  part  of  the  empire. 

In  1858  the  governor  of  New  South  Wales  informed  her 
Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  that  a  bill,  intituled  an 
act  to  impose  an  assessment  on  runs,  and  to  increase  the  rent  of 
lands  leased  for  pastoral  purposes  in  the  colony,  had  passed  both 
houses,  and  had  been  tendered  to  him  for  his  assent,  on  behalf  of 
the  Crown.  On  consulting  the  colonial  law  officers  in  regard  to 
-this  bill,  he  had  received  from  them  two  separate  reports — one  from 
the  solicitor-general  certifying  to  its  legality,  the  other  from  the 
attorney-general  disputing  the  same.  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  governor  decided  to  act  on  his  own  judgment,  and  he  gave  the 
royal  assent  to  the  bill.  But  he  deemed  it  to  be  his  duty  to  report 
the  case  to  the  colonial  secretary. 

In  reply  to  this  reference,  Earl  Carnarvon  informed  the  governor 
that  the  Imperial  government  had  decided,  for  certain  reasons  which 
he  explained,  to  permit  the  act  to  remain  in  operation,  notwith¬ 
standing  its  doubtful  legality.  If  the  act  were  illegal,  it  was  open 
to  any  aggrieved  person  to  seek  for  redress  from  its  requirements 
by  an  action  at  law.  Should  the  repugnance  of  the  act  to  Imperial 
legislation  be  conclusively  established  by  a  decision  of  a  competent 
court,  it  would  be  disallowed  ;  provided  that  the  time  limited  for 
such  an  exercise  of  the  prerogative  should  not  then  have  expired." 

In  1866  a  ministerial  crisis  occurred  in  Queensland.  Owing  to 
serious  financial  embarrassments  in  that  colony,  ministers  had 
tendered  to  the  governor  (Sir  G.  F.  Bowen)  their  advice  that,  in 
order  to  sustain  the  public  credit,  there  should  be  an  immediate  issue 
of  inconvertible  paper  currency,  in  the  shape  of  legal  tender  notes, 
to  an  amount  not  exceeding  two  hundred  thousand  pounds.'’  The 
governor  demurred  to  this  proposal,  inasmuch  as  he  was  expressly 
forbidden,  by  the  royal  instructions — ‘  which  are  a  part  of  the 
constitutional  law  of  the  colony  ’ — to  assent  to  any  bill  of  this 
nature,  unless  upon  urgent  necessity,  as  aforesaid. w  He  distinctly 
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declared  that  in  no  event  would  he  give  the  royal  assent  to  any  such 
bill.  He  suggested,  however,  another  mode  of  meeting  the  financial 
difficulty — viz.,  by  obtaining  legislative  sanction  to  the  issue  of 
treasury  bills,  coupled  with  the  imposition  of  additional  taxation  ; 
a  course  which  had  proved  successful,  under  similar  circumstances, 
in  other  colonies  and  in  the  mother  country. 

Ministers  refused  to  entertain  these  suggestions,  and  adhered  to 
their  own .  plan.  And  they  sought  to  persuade  the  governor  that 
he  would  be  amply  warranted,  in  the  emergency,  in  following  their 
advice. 

The  governor,  on  his  own  part,  was  equally  inflexible.  He 
reminded  his  ministers  that,  in  all  purely  colonial  questions,  he  had 
invariably  accepted  the  recommendations  of  his  constitutional 
advisers,  even  when  his  individual  opinion,  in  important  cases,  had 
differed  from  theirs  ;  believing  it  to  be  his  duty  to  give  all  just  and 
lawful  support  to  his  ministers,  together  with  the  result  of  his  own 
knowledge  and  experience,  in  local  questions.  But  in  this  case, 
where  Imperial  interests  were  concerned,  he  felt  that  his  duty  to 
the  Crown  and  to  the  colony  alike  required  him  to  refuse  his  sanction 
to  the  proposed  measure  '  more  especially  as  he  failed  to  perceive 
any  ‘urgent  necessity’  that  would  justify  him  in  having  recourse  to 
such  an  extraordinary  and  questionable  proceeding,  until,  at  any 
rate,  the  ordinary  measures  of  relief  should  have  been  tried  in  vain. 
Whereupon  the  Macalister  administration  tendered  their  resigna¬ 
tions,  which,  however,  the  governor  refused  to  receive. 

But,  with  a  view  to  conciliation,  the  governor  intimated  his 
willingness  to  waive  the  strict  constitutional  rule  that,  ‘to  all 
important  acts  by  which  the  Crown  becomes  committed,  the  sanction 
of  the  sovereign  (or  of  her  representative)  must  be  previously  signi¬ 
fied  ;  and  to  permit  the  introduction  in  parliament  of  their 
financial  scheme,  pending  his  communication  thereupon  with  the 
secretary  of  state  ;  reserving  his  final  decision  thereon  until  the 
measure  should  have  passed  both  houses,  and  be  presented  to  him 
for  the  royal  assent. x 

Meanwhile,  as  much  misapprehension  prevailed  as  to  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  impediment  which  was  known  to  exist  to  the  pro* 
posed  legislation  at  this  financial  crisis,  the  governor  consented,  at 
the  earnest  request  of  the  premier,  to  the  immediate  production  of 
his  correspondence  with  ministers  in  parliament  ;  deprecating,  how¬ 
ever,  the  slightest  desire  to  interfere  with  the  privileges  or  influence 
the  deliberations  of  parliament  by  such  a  stepA 


*  ®ee  further  on  this  point, posi,  y  Queensland  Leg.  Assem.  Votes, 
P-  bdl-  1866,  pp.  437-447. 
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But,  on  the  following  day. 


ministers  again 


tendered  their 


resignations  ;  and  his  excellency  reluctantly  accepted  them — being 
aware  that  they  possessed  the  confidence :  of  the  assembly,  in  their 
general  policy,  and  being  of  opinion  that  the  point  of  difference,  on 
a  question  to  be  determined  on  Imperial  considerations,  did  not 
necessitate  their  retirement.  The  governor,  however,  had  no  diffi¬ 
culty  in  obtaining  other  advisers.  A  new  ministry  was  at  once  formed, 
by  Mr.  R.  G.  Herbert,  which  proved  acceptable  to  both  houses.2 

The  Herbert  administration  met  the  emergency  by  the  imme¬ 
diate  introduction  of  a  bill  authorising  the  issue  of  treasury  bills,  to 
the  amount  of  three  hundred  thousand  pounds,  which  sum  was 
deemed  to  be  sufficient  to  carry  the  colony  through  its  commercial 
crisis.  This  bill  passed  both  houses,  and  received  the  royal  assent 
within  four  days.a 

Afterwards,  certain  of  the  colonists  petitioned  the  Queen  for 
Sir  G.  F.  Bowen’s  recall,  because  of  his  action  in  this  matter,  and  his 
alleged  unconstitutional  inducement  of  a  change  of  ministry.  This 
petition  was  transmitted,  through  the  governor,  to  her  Majesty. 
But  the  popular  resentment  against  the  governor  speedily  subsided  ; 
and  he  continued  to  enjoy  the  respect  and  confidence  of  the  people 
of  Queensland,  for  the  ability  and  energy  he  had  displayed  in  the 
government  of  the  colony,  until  his  promotion,  in  December,  1867, 
to  be  governor  of  New  Zealand, b  A  formal  answer  was  given  to  this 
petition,  which  was  published  in  the  £  Official  Gazette  ’  ;  and,  in  a 
separate  despatch,  the  colonial  secretary  (Lord  Carnarvon)  expressed 
his  entire  approval  of  the  governor’s  conduct  on  this  occasion.0 

In  1876,  a  bill  was  passed  through  both  houses  of  the  Queensland 
parliament,  entitled  ‘a  bill  to  amend  “the  goldfields  act  of  1874,” 
so  far  as  relates  to  Asiatic  and  African  aliens,’  under  which  an 
increased  license-fee  was  authorised  to  be  collected  from  such  aliens 
with  the  view  to  discourage  excessive  immigration  from  China. 

Whereupon  the  governor,  Mr.  (afterwards  Sir  W.)  Cairns,  re¬ 
quested  the  colonial  attorney-general  to  furnish  him  with  a  special 
report  upon  this  bill ;  intimating  whether,  in  his  opinion,  there  was 
any  objection  to  the  governor  giving  the  royal  assent  to  it ;  or 
whether,  under  the  royal  instructions,  or  pursuant  to  any  existing 
law,  his  excellency  should  withhold  his  assent,  or  reserve  the  bill 
for  the  signification  of  the  royal  pleasure. 

The  attorney-general,  in  reply,  stated  that,  in  his  opinion,  the 
bill  contained  nothing  which  would  necessitate  that  the  royal  assent 


z  Queensland  Leg.  Assem.  Votes, 
1866,  p.  183  ;  Votes  of  1867,  p.  81. 

a  Leg.  Assem.  Votes,  1866,  pp. 
184-187  ;  Votes  of  1867,  p.  83. 


h  Leg.  Assem.  Votes,  1867,  p.  37  ; 
Adderley,  Colonial  Policy,  p.  37. 

0  Leg.  Assem.  Votes,  1867,  p.  83  ; 
and  see  ante ,  p.  129. 


Prece¬ 
dents  of 
Aus¬ 
tralian 
legis¬ 
lation 


Chinese 
immigra¬ 
tion  into 
Queens¬ 
land. 


188  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Chinese 

question 

in 

Australia. 


should  be  withheld  from  it,  or  that  it  should  be  reserved  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Crown.  In  support  of  this  conclusion,  he 
quoted  several  precedents. 

Notwithstanding  the  respect  which  he  entertained  for  the 
opinion  of  the  attorney-general,  Governor  Cairns  was  still  persuaded 
that  it  was  his  duty  to  reserve  this  bill  for  imperial  consideration  ; 
inasmuch  as  he  deemed  it  to  be  of  an  extraordinary  nature,  and  as 
possibly  involving  a  breach  of  international  comity,  by  imposing 
restraints  upon  Chinese  immigrating  into  Queensland,  contrary  to 
the  principle  which  the  British  government  imposed  on  China,  by 
the  treaty  of  Tien-Tsin,  as  regards  the  treatment  of  foreigners,  by 
that  nation,  and  especially  at  variance  with  the  fifth  article  of  the 
convention  signed  at  Pekin,  on  October  24,  1860.  The  exceptional 
and  extraordinary  amount  of  the  license  proposed  to  be  imposed  by 
this  bill  upon  Chinese  immigrants  is  apparent,  from  the  fact  that 
the  fee  for  an  ordinary  miner’s  license  was  ten  shillings,  with  a 
charge  of  four  pounds  for  a  business  license ;  whereas  this  bill 
provided  that  all  ‘  Asiatic  or  African  aliens  5  should  pay  three 
pounds  for  a  miner’s  license,  and  ten  pounds  for  a  business  license. 
The  governor,  accordingly,  notified  the  prime  minister  that  he 
should  reserve  this  bill  for  the  signification  of  the  royal  pleasure 
thereon. 

On  their  part,  ministers  were  unanimously  agreed  that  the  bill 
was  within  the  competency  of  the  colonial  legislature,  and  that  the 
governor  was  not  required  to  reserve  it.  In  communicating  this 
opinion  to  the  governor,  they  observed  that  they  felt  it  ‘  to  be  of  the 
utmost  importance  that  the  authority  of  the  colonial  legislature  to 
pass  laws  upon  all  subjects  whatever  which  they  may  think  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  good  government  of  the  colony  should  be  recognised  and 
upheld,  and  that  no  other  limit  to  that  power  should  be  admitted 
than  that  which  is  imposed  by  the  royal  instructions  to  the  governor. 
They  think  that,  to  go  beyond  those  instructions,  or  to  allow  the 
unusual  character  of  proposed  legislation  not  forbidden  by  them  as  a 
sufficient  ground  for  not  giving  immediate  effect  to  the  wish  of  the 
legislature,  would  be  of  serious  consequence  to  the  independence 
and  freedom  of  parliament.’  They,  therefore,  advised  that  the 
governor  should  assent  to  this  bill. 

His  excellency,  however,  decided  that  it  was  incumbent  upon 
him  to  reserve  the  bill  for  the  signification  of  the  royal  pleasure 
upon  it.  In  transmitting  it  to  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for 
the  colonies,  he  recapitulated,  in  a  despatch  dated  October  11,  1876, 
his  reasons  for  so  dointr. 

In  reply,  the  Earl  of  Carnarvon  (the  colonial  secretary),  in  a 
despatch  dated  March  27,  1877,  expressed  his  approval  of  the 
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governor’s  conduct,  and  of  the  reasons  which  had  actuated  him.  For  Chinese 
these  reasons,  he  added,  as  well  as  upon  other  grounds — although  he  immigra- 
was  most  unwilling  even  to  appear  to  infringe  upon  the  privileges  Australia, 
of  self-government  enjoyed  by  the  inhabitants  of  Queensland — he 
had  been  unable  to  advise  the  Queen  that  this  bill  should  receive 
the  royal  assent  in  its  present  shape.  He  admitted  that  similar 
legislation  had  been  agreed  to  by  the  colony  of  Victoria  (in  1855,  and 
later  years,  and  consolidated  in  1864,  by  the  Act  27  Vic.  No.  200), 
and  by  New  South  Wales  (in  1861,  Ac.,  by  the  Acts  25  Vic.  No.  3, 
and  31  Vic.  No.  8),  and  that  her  Majesty  had  not  been  advised  to 
disallow  any  of  those  acts,  although  at  the  time  the  colonial  secre¬ 
tary  had  remonstrated,  and  declared  the  unquestionable  fact  ‘  that 
exceptional  legislation,  intended  to  exclude  from  any  part  of  her 
Majesty’s  dominions  rhe  subjects  of  a  state  at  peace  with  her 
Majesty,  is  highly  objectionable  in  principle.’  But,  since  then, 
these  acts  had  been  repealed,  to  the  great  satisfaction  of  her 
Majesty’s  government.  Adverting  to  the  contention  of  the  local 
ministry  that  there  should  be  no  limit  to  the  power  of  the  colonial 
legislature  to  pass  laws,  other  than  that  which  is  distinctly  imposed 
by  the  royal  instructions  to  the  governor,  Lord  Carnarvon  presumes 
that  ‘  this  apparently  unqualified  statement  was  to  be  taken  as  being- 
made  subject  to  the  paramount  authority  of  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment,  and  the  power  of  disallowance  expressly  reserved  to  her 
Majesty  by  the  constitutional  act.’  Not  dissenting  from  the  state¬ 
ment  of  ministers,  as  to  the  powers  and  functions  of  the  Queensland 
parliament,  so  far  as  relates  to  matters  of  purely  internal  concern — 
with  which  the  local  parliament  is  competent  to  deal — the  secretary 
of  state  was  nevertheless  of  opinion  that  Governor  Cairns  ‘  had  no 
alternative,  under  the  elevenih  section  of  his  instructions,  but  to 
reserve  the  bill  ;  inasmuch  as  it  is  one  of  an  extraordinary  nature, 
whereby  the 'rights  of  her  Majesty’s  subjects  not  residing  in  the 
colony  may  be  prejudiced.’ 

Consequent  upon  the  disallowance  of  this  bill,  the  premier  of 
the  Queensland  administration  addressed  a  circular  letter,  dated 
April  20,  1877,  to  the  agent-general  of  the  colony  in  England  (for 
the  information  of  Lord  Carnarvon)  and  to  the  chief  secretaries  of 
the  sister  colonies  in  Australasia,  urging  the  necessity  that  the 
colony  of  Queensland  should  be  at  liberty  to  encourage  or  to  dis¬ 
courage,  at  her  unfettered  discretion,  immigration  from  China  ;  and  • 
that  the  existence  of  international  obligations  between  Great  Britain 
and  the  empire  of  China  should  not  be  made  a  pretext  for  forcing 
upon  Queensland  a  Chinese  population,  against  her  wishes  or  interests. 

This  circular  invited  the  several  Australasian  governments  to  a 
joint  agreement  with  Queensland  in  some  principles  of  action  which 
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would  sustain  the  colony  in  the  exercise  of  its  rights  as  a  self- 
governing  community. 

In  reply  to  this  communication,  the  colonial  secretary  of  New 
South  Wales  wrote  to  the  colonial  secretary  of  Queensland,  express¬ 
ing  sympathy  in  any  well-devised  scheme  to  arrest  the  excessive 
immigration  of  Asiatic  and  African  aliens  into  the  northern  part  of 
Australia,  but  submitting  that  the  aforesaid  ‘  despatch  from  the 
secretary  of  state  does  not  appear  to  have  been  inspired  by  any 
spirit  opposed  to  the  constitutional  rights  of  Queensland.  Being 
integral  parts  of  the  empire,  the  colonies  must  clearly  be  subject  to 
the  obligations  of  the  empire  3  and  it  is  no  more  than  the  duty  of 
the  Imperial  authorities  to  guard  against  local  acts  of  legislation 
conflicting  with  the  honour  of  the  Crown.  In  the  present  instance 
there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  just  ground  for  anticipating  that 
her  Majesty  will  be  finally  advised  to  withhold  assent  from  any 
measure  for  the  protection  of  the  people  of  Queensland  which 
respects  Imperial  obligations,  and  does  not  exceed  the  necessities  of 
the  case.’  However,  on  July  4,  1877,  the  legislative  assembly 
of  New  South  Wales  passed  an  address  to  the  governor,  expressing 
their  sympathy  with  Queensland,  in  its  endeavours  to  obtain  pro¬ 
tection  from  the  dangers  of  excessive  Chinese  immigration,  and 
their  desire  that  the  administration  should  represent  to  the  Imperial 
government  the  expediency  of  endeavouring  to  obtain  from  the 
Chinese  government  such  a  modification  of  existing  treaty  stipula¬ 
tions  as  would  enable  restrictions  to  be  placed  upon  the  present  ex¬ 
ceedingly  undesirable  flood  of  Chinese  people  coming  into  Australia. 

The  chief  secretary  of  Victoria  (Mr.  Graham  Berry),  in  reply  to 
the  circular  from  Queensland,  wrote  to  express  the  entire  sympathy 
and  concurrence  of  the  Victoria  government  in  the  position  taken 
by  Queensland  upon  this  question. 

But  none  of  the  other  Australian  governments  appear  to  have 
coincided  with  the  Queensland  administration  in  the  opinions  they 
expressed  in  regard  to  the  exercise  of  the  royal  prerogative  by  the 
governor  upon  this  occasion. d 

Her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  having,  in  his 
despatch  of  March  27,  1877,  above  quoted,  expressed  his  willingness 
to  co-operate  with  the  administration  of  Queensland  in  dealing  with 
the  very  difficult  question  of  Chinese  immigration  in  any  way  that 
-might  be  consistent  with  equity  and  sound  policy,  a  new  bill  to 
amend  the  gold  fields  act  of  1874,  so  far  as  related  to  Asiatic  and 


d  Queensland  Pari.  Papers,  213  -221.  And  see  New  Zealand 
1876-78.  New  South  Wales  Legis-  Pari.  Deb.  v.  33,  p.  106. 
lative  Council  Jours.  1876  77,  pp. 
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African  aliens,  was  passed  by  the  Queensland  legislature  in  1877. 
This  act  was  free  from  the  most  objectionable  features  in  the  act 
which  had  been  disallowed. 

In  the  same  session  the  Queensland  legislature  passed  another 
act  ‘  to  regulate  the  immigration  of  Chinese,’  and  to  prevent  them 
from  becoming  a  charge  upon  the  colony.  By  this  statute  a  poll- 
tax  of  ten  pounds  was  imposed  upon  every  Chinese  immigrant ;  but, 
upon  his  leaving  the  colony  for  foreign  parts  within  three  years, 
having  meanwhile  abstained  from  criminal  offences  and  defrayed  the 
cost  of  any  treatment  he  might  have  received  in  any  public  hospital 
or  asylum,  it  was  provided  that  this  sum  should  be  refunded. 

The  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  in  a  despatch  dated 
May  16,  1878,  notifying  the  governor  that  her  Majesty  would  not  be 
advised  to  disallow  the  acts  of  1877  above  mentioned,  expressed  a 
hope  that  circumstances  would  not  require  that  they  should  continue 
long  in  operation.  While  deprecating  the  introduction  of  Chinese 
into  Queensland  in  such  numbers  as  to  give  them  an  injurious  pre¬ 
ponderance,  he  nevertheless  believed  that,  under  proper  restrictions 
as  to  number  and  occupation,  their  labour  would  be  of  the  highest 
value  to  those  tropical  districts  wherein  Europeans  cannot  undertake 
held  work.e 

The  acts  in  question  were  amended  in  1878.  But  the  foremen  - 
tionecl  laws  having  been  found  insufficient  to  restrict  the  immigra¬ 
tion,  the  act  of  1877  was  amended  in  1884  by  reducing  the  number 
of  Chinese  passengers  that  might  be  brought  into  Queensland 
waters  by  any  ship  to  one  for  every  fifty  tons  of  registered  tonnage, 
by  increasing  the  sum  payable  on  arrival  to  30/.,  and  by  repealing 
the  provision  for  the  repayment  of  the  poll-tax  on  departure  within 
three  years  from  the  date  of  arrival.1  The  effect  of  the  law  of 
1884  has  been  that  the  number  of  Chinese  arriving  in  Queensland 
by  sea  has  been  in  each  year  somewhat  less  than  the  number  of  those 
departing.  The  easy  means  of  transit  by  land  between  the  various 
Australian  colonies,  however,  renders  it  impossible  to  exercise  any 
effective  control  over  their  migration  across  the  borders  of  the 
colonies.® 

In  1879  an  ‘Anti-Chinese  Influx  Bill,’  drawn  chiefly  on  the 
model  of  the  Queensland  act,  was  submitted  by  ministers  to  the 
New  South  Wales  legislature.  It  passed  the  assembly,  but  was 
rejected  in  the  legislative  council.11  A  similar  bill  was  introduced 
in  1881,  and  became  law. 

e  Queensland  Leg.  Com.  Jour.  s  lb.  p.  105. 

1878,  p.  121.  h  ‘The  Colonies’  newspaper, 

f  47  YTic.  No.  13;  Com.  Pap.  March  15  and  May  24,  1879. 

1888,  v.  73,  p.  171. 


Chinese 
immigra¬ 
tion  into 
Australia, 


192  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Chinese 

question 

in 

Australia. 


At  the  opening  of  the  New  Zealand  parliaments  on  July  11, 
1879,  the  governor  announced  that  ‘a  bill  to  regulate  the  immigra¬ 
tion  of  Chinese’  would  be  duly  submitted.  This  bill  was  to  be 
framed  in  accordance  with  the  legislation  in  Queensland. k  And 
the  premier  presented  to  the  general  assembly  a  memorandum 
pointing  out  the  need  of  regulations  to  restrict  excessive  Chinese 
immigration.1  But  no  legislation  then  took  place.  In  1880  a  bill 
to  prohibit  Chinese  immigration  was  brought  in  by  a  private 
member,  who  afterwards  withdrew  it  upon  an  intimation  by 
government  that  a  feeling  was  growing  up  all  over  the  colonies  that 
in  matters  affecting  Imperial  interests  the  colonies  should  act  in 
concert,  and  the  matter  should  be  dealt  with  on  one  general 
principle.  Negotiations  on  this  basis  had  commenced,111  but  it  was 
not  until  1888  that  an  act  as  stringent  as  that  of  the  other 
Australian  colonies  was  passed. 

At  the  intercolonial  conference  held  at  Melbourne  in  1880-81 
resolutions  were  adopted  pledging  the  respective  governments  to 
joint  legislation  upon  the  Chinese  question,  and  to  a  joint  represen¬ 
tation  to  the  Imperial  authorities  in  reference  to  the  treaty  relations 
with  China  as  affecting  this  matter  ;  and  likewise  remonstrating 
against  the  introduction  of  Chinese  into  the  Crown  colony  of 
Western  Australia.11  Subsequently  bills  were  submitted  to  the 
several  Australian  legislatures  for  the  regulation  of  immigration 
from  China,0  by  imposing  a  poll-tax  of  10/.  per  head  on  all  future 
Chinese  immigrants,  and  restricting  the  number  to  be  brought  by 
any  ship  from  abroad  to  one  for  every  hundred  tons  measure¬ 
ment. 

In  the  colony  of  Victoria,  prior  to  1881,  the  statutes  affecting 
the  immigration  of  the  Chinese  were  not  of  a  very  stringent  charac¬ 
ter,  but  in  that  year  it  joined  the  sister  colonies  in  their  efforts  to 
arrest  the  influx  of  these  undesirable  visitors.  By  the  Chinese  act, 
1881,  and  section  3  of  the  Factories  and  Shops  Amendment  acts, 
1887,  vessels  are  not  allowed  to  bring  more  than  one  Chinese  per 
100  tons  of  tonnage,  and  a  poll  tax  of  10/.  is  imposed  upon  them  on 
their  landing. 

Notwithstanding  these  acts  there  was  still  a  considerable  number 
of  Chinese  arriving  in  Victoria  from  Hong  Kong,  who  produced 


k  New  Zealand  Earl.  Deb.  v.  28. 
p.  417. 

1  New  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1879, 
D.3. 

m  New  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  3G, 
p.  615. 


n  New  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1881, 
No.  A.  3. 

0  See  New  Zealand  Act,  1881, 
No.  47  ;  New  South  Wales,  45  Vic. 
No.  11;  Victoria,  1881,  No.  723; 
South  Australia,  1881,  No.  213. 
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what  purported  to  be  naturalisation  papers,  and  who  claimed  to  be 
British  subjects.  In  1888,  some  vessels  having  brought  a  larger 
number  of  immigrants  than  was  allowed  by  law,  the  collector  of 
customs  refused  to  receive  the  10/.  poll  tax.  His  action  was  brought 
before  the  courts,  and  the  supreme  court  of  Victoria  declared  the 
action  of  the  local  government  in  preventing  the  landing  of  Chinese 
subjects  prepared  to  pay  the  prescribed  poll  tax  to  be  illegal.  The 
local  government  appealed  from  this  decision  to  the  privy  council, 
which  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  colonial  court,  and  held 
‘  (1)  That  the  collector  of  customs  was  under  no  legal  obligation  to 
accept  payment  tendered  by  the  master  on  behalf  of  any  such 
immigrants,  nor  when  tendered  either  by  or  for  any  individual 
immigrant.  (2)  Further,  that,  apart  from  the  act,  an  alien  has  not 
a  legal  right  enforceable  by  action  to  enter  British  territory.’  p  After 
this  decision  it  is  unlikely  that  any  future  legislation  respecting 
Chinese  immigration  will  be  interfered  with. 

At  the  Australian  conference,  held  in  Sydney,  June  1888,  at 
which  the  colonies  of  New  South  Wales,  Victoria,  South  Australia, 
Queensland,  Tasmania,  and  Western  Australia  were  represented, 
to  consider  the  question  of  Chinese  immigration,  the  following 
resolutions  were  embodied  in  a  draft  bill  : — 

1.  That  in  the  opinion  of  this  conference  the  further  restriction 
of  Chinese  immigration  is  essential  to  the  welfare  of  the  people  of 
Australasia. 

2.  That  this  conference  is  of  opinion  that  the  desired  restriction 
can  best  be  secured  through  the  diplomatic  action  of  the  Imperial 
government  and  by  uniform  Australasian  legislation. 

3.  That  this  conference  resolves  to  consider  a  joint  representa¬ 
tion  to  the  Imperial  government  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
desired  diplomatic  action. 

4.  That  this  conference  is  of  opinion  that  the  desired  Austra¬ 
lasian  legislation  should  contain  the  following  provisions  : — 

(а)  That  it  shall  apply  to  all  Chinese,  with  specified  exceptions. 

(б)  That  the  restriction  should  be  by  limitation  of  the  number 
of  Chinese  which  any  vessel  may  bring  into  any  Australian  port  to 
one  passenger  to  every  500  tons  of  the  ship’s  burthen. 

(c)  That  the  passage  of  the  Chinese  from  one  colony  to  another 
without  consent  of  the  colony  which  they  enter  be  made  a  mis¬ 
demeanour. 

The  first  and  fourth  resolutions  were  endorsed  by  all  the  colonies 
except  Tasmania,  which  dissented,  and  Western  Australia,  which 
did  not  vote  ;  while  the  second  and  third  were  carried  unanimously. 


p  L.  E.  App.  Cases,  1891,  p.  272. 
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As  a  whole,  therefore,  they  faithfully  represent  the  opinion  of  the 
parliaments  and  the  peoples  of  Australia. 

Similar  difficulties,  in  regard  to  an  excessive  and  injurious  influx 
of  Chinese  immigrants,  have  been  experienced  in  the  westernmost 
province  of  the  dominion  of  Canada,  British  Columbia,  which  is 
situated  on  the  Pacific  coast.  A  stringent  law,  virtually  intended 
to  prevent  Chinese  immigration,  was  passed  by  the  provincial  legisla¬ 
ture,  and  assented  to  by  the  lieutenant-governor,  on  September  2, 
1878.1 

An  action  was  immediately  instituted  in  the  supreme  court  of 
the  colony  to  test  the  validity  of  this  enactment.  On  September  23, 
judgment  upon  the  case  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Gray,  who 
pronounced  the  act  to  be  entirely  beyond  the  powers  of  the  local 
legislature,  and  therefore  unconstitutional  and  void.r  It  was  after¬ 
wards  disallowed  by  the  governor-general  in  council,  upon  the  prin¬ 
ciple  ‘  that  it  was  clearly  the  duty  of  this  government  not  to  allow  an 
act  of  this  nature,  which  has  been  declared  by  the  court  to  be  ultra 
vires,  to  remain  on  the  statute-book.’ 9 

The  British  Columbia  legislature  could  not  dispute  the  sound¬ 
ness  of  this  decision  as  a  question  of  constitutional  law.  But  being 
impressed  with  a  sense  of  the  injurious  effects  attending  the  presence 
of  so  large  a  number  of  Chinese  (estimated  at  about  six  thousand)  in 
a  province  the  total  population  of  which,  at  the  census  in  18(1,  was 
but  33,586  souls  (in  1891  the  total  population  was  97,612)/  of  the 
pernicious  influence  of  the  Chinese,  morally  and  socially,  upon  the 
rest  of  the  inhabitants,  and  of  the  injury  to  the  labour  market  from 
the  unrestricted  competition  of  Chinese  workmen,  the  legislature 
resolved  to  address  the  dominion  government,  calling  attention  to 
these  facts,  and  requesting  that  the  Canadian  authorities  would  co¬ 
operate  with  other  British  colonies  in  the  endeavour  to  obtain  from 
the  Imperial  government  permission  to  restrain,  if  not  entirely  to 
prohibit,  the  further  influx  of  Chinese  into  the  British  colonies,  and 
especially  into  British  Columbia.11 

In  consequence  of  repeated  applications  of  the  British  Columbian 
government  calling  upon  the  dominion  authorities  to  interfere  in 
the  settlement  of  the  Chinese  difficulty,  the  latter,  in  the  year  1884, 
appointed  a  royal  commission  to  study  the  question  in  all  its  bear¬ 
ings.  The  commissioners  accordingly  visited  California  to  see  the 


o  Brit.  Columb.  Stats.  1878,  c.  35,  pp.  73,  210. 

‘  To  provide  for  the  better  collection  4  Census  Bulletin,  No.  5,  p.  19. 

of  provincial  taxes  from  Chinese.’  u  British  Col.  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 

r  See  post,  p.  555.  1879,  pp.  55,  60,  xxiv. 

s  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  141, 
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results  of  Chinese  immigration  in  that  state,  and  to  examine  on  the 
spot  the  labours  of  the  committee  appointed  by  the  legislature  of 
that  state  to  inquire  into  the  effects  produced  by  the  introduction  of 
Chinese  labour  in  competition  with  white  labour,  Ac.  The  royal 
commissioners  likewise  obtained  from  Washington  special  informa¬ 
tion,  where  similar  materials  were  available,  the  United  States 
congress  having  also  appointed  a  committee  to  investigate  this 
important  question.  Finally  the  royal  commissioners  held  open 
sittings  in  the  province  of  British  Columbia,  where  every  form  of 
opinion  had  the  chance  of  obtaining  a  hearing.  In  1885  the  com¬ 
mission  presented  a  voluminous  report,  wherein,  after  giving  a  brief 
description  of  China,  political  and  social,  they  gave  a  resume  of  the 
status  of  the  Chinese  in  foreign  countries,  and  of  the  legislation 
affecting  them,  along  with  full  reports  of  the  evidence  given  before 
them  in  several  parts  of  British  Columbia. 

As  the  outcome  of  this  report,  the  dominion  government  intro¬ 
duced  and  passed  in  the  session  of  1885  an  act  to  restrict  and 
regulate  Chinese  immigration  into  Canada. v  The  principal  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act  are 

A  poll  tax  on  landing  of  50  dollars. 

No  vessel  to  carry  more  than  one  Chinese  immigrant  to  every 
fifty  tons  of  its  tonnage. 

Every  Chinese  person  who  wished  to  leave  Canada,  with  the 
intention  of  returning  thereto,  on  giving  notice  of  such  intention  to 
the  controller  at  the  port  or  place  whence  he  proposed  to  sail  or 
depart,  and  surrendering  to  the  said  officer  his  certificate  of  entry 
or  of  residence,  to  receive  in  lieu  thereof,  on  payment  of  a  fee  of 
one  dollar,  a  certificate  of  leave  to  depart  and  return. 

This  act  was  amended  by  50  &  51  Vie.  c.  35,  but  only  in  some 
minor  details.  But  by  an  act  passed  in  the  session  of  1892  (c.  25) 
the  issue  of  certificates  of  leave  to  depart  and  return  was  abolished 
and  a  system  of  registration  at  the  port  of  departure  substituted. 
It  provided  that  ‘  the  person  whose  name  and  description  are  so 
registered  shall  be  entitled,  on  his  return,  which  shall  be  within  six 
months  of  such  registration,  and  on  proof  of  his  identity  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  controller  (as  to  which  decision  of  the  controller 
shall  be  final)  to  receive  from  the  controller  the  amount  of  entrance 
duty  paid  by  him  on  his  return.’ 

By  the  latest  census  returns  the  following  will  show  the  number 
of  Chinese  in  Canada  and  the  Australasian  colonies  : — 


v  48  &  49  Vic.  o.  71. 
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Canada  (1891),  9,127, 

New  South  Wales  (1890),  15,581 
Victoria  (1891),  9,377 

Queensland  ,,  8,574 

New  Zealand  „  4,241 

South  Australia  ,,  3,392 

Western  Australia  ,,  1,020 

Tasmania  ,,943 

The  impediments  in  the  way  of  the  settlement,  in  the  interests 
mainly  of  particular  portions  of  the  community,  of  a  question 
which  involves  considerations  of  treaty  obligations  and  of  inter¬ 
national  rights,  are  strikingly  shown  in  the  fact  that  similar 
legislation  by  the  state  of  California  has  been  pronounced  un¬ 
constitutional  by  the  supreme  court  of  that  state. 'v  And 
to  the  same  effect,  the  United  States  circuit  court,  in  the 
Oregon  district,  decided,  in  the  case  of  Baker  v.  The  City  of 
Portland, — which  arose  out  of  an  act  of  the  state  legislature  to 
prohibit  the  employment  of  Chinese  labourers  on  public  works — that 
a  treaty  between  the  federal  government  and  a  foreign  power  was 
the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  which  the  courts  were  bound  to  enforce, 
and  that  an  individual  state  could  not  legislate  so  as  to  interfere 
with  the  operation  of  a  treaty,  or  to  limit  the  privileges  guaranteed 
thereby/  And  in  1879,  the  president  of  the  United  States  vetoed 
a  bill  passed  by  congress  which  was  intended  to  discourage  Chinese 
immigration.  This  bill  proposed  to  restrict  the  number  of  Chinese 
that  might  be  brought  over,  in  a  single  voyage  to  the  United  States, 
to  fifteen  persons.  In  his  message  to  congress,  dated  March  1,  the 
president  stated  that,  if  passed,  the  bill  would  virtually  annul  certain 
articles  of  an  existing  treaty  with  China ;  that  the  power  of 
modifying  treaties  rested  with  the  executive,  not  with  congress  ; 
and  that  even  the  acceptance  by  China  of  the  partial  abrogation  of 
the  treaty  would  not  justify  the  action  of  congress,  or  render  it  a 
competent  exercise  of  constitutional  authority.  An  attempt  wTas 
made  to  override  the  president’s  veto  ;  but,  for  lack  of  the  requisite 
two-thirds  majority,  it  failed/ 


of  which  8,910  resided  in  the 
province  of  British  Columbia. 


w  Lin  Sing  v.  Washburn,  20 
Cal.  Rep.  534.  The  People  v.  Ray¬ 
mond,  34  Cal.  Rep.  492.  See  also 
Am.  Law.  Rev.  N.S.  v.  1,  p.  722. 

11  L.T.  Oct.  18,  1879,  p.403. 
y  Appleton’s  Cyclodasdia,  1879, 
pp.  218-  226.  See  the  argument  of 
J.  C.  Kennedy,  before  the  senate 
committee  on  foreign  relations,  in 


February,  1878,  adverse  to  legisla¬ 
tion  for  the  purpose  of  restricting 
Chinese  immigration  into  the  United 
States.  Senate  Miscel.  Docts. 
1877-78,  No.  36.  For  the  views  of 
the  late  O.  P.  Morton,  ex-senator, 
on  the  character,  extent,  and  effect 
of  this  immigration,  see  ib.  No.  20. 
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The  results  of  the  census  in  1880  revealed  the  fact  that  the  influx 
of  Chinese  into  the  United  States  has  been  much  exaggerated.  In 
that  year  the  total  number  of  Chinese  in  the  United  States  was  riot 
much  over  105, 000. z  Nevertheless,  the  wide-spread  objections 
entertained  in  all  English-speaking  communities,  to  Chinese  immi¬ 
gration  on  a  large  scale,  and  the  determined  attitude  of  the  working 
classes  in  the  United  States  in  resisting  the  same,  pointed  to  the 
necessity  for  more  stringent  measures  to  limit  and  control  the  influx 
of  this  alien  population  into  America  and  Australia. a 

Wherefore  in  1880  a  new  treaty  was  entered  into  between  China 
and  the  United  States,  whereby  the  American  government  was 
authorised  to  regulate  the  admission  of  Chinese  labourers  into  the 
United  States  at  their  discretion,  which  sanctioned  a  limit  of  immi¬ 
gration,  but  did  not  forbid  it  altogether. 

Finally,  in  March  1888,  a  new  treaty  was  negotiated  between  the 
United  States  and  China,  which  provided  that  no  Chinese  labourer 
should  enter  the  country.  When  the  treaty  reached  the  senate  for 
approval  it  was  further  amended  by  adding  a  provision  that  Chinese 
labourers  formerly  in  the  United  States  but  now  absent  should  be 
excluded,  whether  holding  certificates  to  that  effect  or  not.  The 
Chinese  government  refused  to  ratify  this  treaty,  and  immediately  this 
fact  became  known  a  bill  was  brought  forward  in  the  house  of 
representatives  embodying  this  amendment  to  the  treaty  approved 
by  the  senate  some  months  before.  The  measure  was  at  once  passed 
without  a  division  and  sent  to  the  senate,  where  it  also  passed 
after  some  discussion,  and  was  signed  by  the  president  on  October  1. 
In  his  message  notifying  his  action  the  president  sets  forth  ‘  the 
admitted  and  paramount  right  and  duty  of  every  government  to 
exclude  from  its  borders  all  elements  of  foreign  population  which  for 
any  reason  retard  its  prosperity,  or  are  detrimental  to  the  moral  and 
physical  health  of  its  people,  must  be  regarded  as  a  recognised  canon 
of  international  law  and  intercourse.’ 

For  further  examples  of  the  disallowance  by  the 
Crown  of  bills  passed  by  colonial  legislatures,  we  may 
note  that  of  a  bill  from  New  South  AVales  to  enable  a 
woman  to  obtain  divorce  on  the  sole  ground  of  her 
husband’s  adultery,  and  an  act  of  Victoria  authorising 
a  divorce  for  desertion  for  four  years,  without  reasonable 
cause.  In  both  these  cases  the  royal  assent  was  refused, 


Chinese 
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U.  States. 


Disallow¬ 
ance  of 
Austra¬ 
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z  Int.  Rev.  v.  11,  p.  41.  Total  277,  789.  McCarty  An.  Stat.,  1891, 
number  of  Chinese  arriving  in  U.  p.  167. 

States  from  1855  to  1889  was  a  Fort.  Rev.  v.  29,  N.S.  p.  348. 


198  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Deceased 

wife’s 

sister. 


Disallow¬ 
ance  of  a 
Natal  bill. 


because  it  would  occasion  confusion  throughout  the 
empire,  as  to  the  status  of  persons  divorced  for  such  a 
cause,  and  of  their  offspring.0  After  repeated  instances 
of  the  disallowance,  by  the  Crown,  of  bills  passed  by 
different  colonial  legislatures  to  legalise  marriage  with  a 
deceased  wife’s  sister,  such  enactments  have  been  sanc¬ 
tioned  in  Ceylon,  South  Australia,  Victoria,  Tasmania, 
New  South  Wales,  Queensland,  Western  Australia,3 
New  Zealand,®  Canada, f  and  Barbadoes.  But  as 
yet  (1892)  this  measure  has  not  become  law  in 
the  Cape  of  Good  Hope.  And  a  bill  from  Natal  to 
legalise  marriage  with  a  deceased  wife’s  sister  has  been 

c  o 

disallowed — notwithstanding  that  similar  bills  had  been 
sanctioned  elsewhere — because  the  restriction  still  pre¬ 
vails  in  other  South  African  colonies  ;  ‘  it  did  not  appear 
to  be  urgently  demanded  by  the  people.’  g  In  regard  to 
such  legislation  the  difficulty  still  remains,  that  the 
Imperial  parliament  has  not  yet  (1892)  agreed  to  this 
alteration  in  the  law  of  marriage .h  Consequently  such 
marriages  continue  to  be  illegal  in  England,  and  those 
who  avail  themselves  of  the  liberty  afforded  by  colonial 
enactments  to  contract  these  marriages  expose  their 
offspring  to  disastrous  consequences,  as  regards  both 
inheritance  and  legitimacy,  in  the  mother  country. 
Hitherto,  the  Imperial  government  and  parliament  have 
shown  no  disposition  to  alter  the  law  in  this  respect,  for 
the  behoof  of  the  colonies  in  question.1 

In  England  £  with  regard  to  personal  property,  the  children  of 
these  marriages  are  regarded  as  legitimate  ;  but  with  respect  to 


0  Vic.  Pari.  Pap.  1860-61,  No.  v.  87,  pp.  804,  826.  But  the  royal 
58.  assent  was  given  in  1881. 

d  Hans.  D.  v.  162,  p.  900 ;  v.  f  Canada  Stat.  45  Vic.  c.  42. 

201,  p.  901;  v.  204,  p.  1027;  v.  e  Hans  D.  v.  253,  p.  407;  Nine- 

222,  p.  460  ;  v.  237,  p.  158 ;  v.  245,  teenth  Cent.  v.  6,  p.  173. 
p.  1,792.  h  See  West.  Rev.  v.  58,  p.  93. 

e  In  1880  the  bill  passed  both  1  South  Australia  Pari.  Proc. 
houses  in  New  Zealand,  and  was  1878,  No.  38;  Hans  D.  v.  238,  p. 
reserved.  New  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  406;  ib.  v.  244,  p.  528. 
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realty,  the  statutes  of  legitimacy  which  the  law  of  the  domicile  gives 
them  is  not  recognised  on  the  ground  that  the  established  rule  of  law 
in  deciding  the  title  to  real  estate,  the  lex  loci  rei  sites,  excludes  such 
children.’ 1 


>  Hammick’s  Marriage  Law  of  England  and  Colonies,  p.  253 ;  8vo, 
London,  1887. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

IN  MATTERS  OP  INTERNAL  ADMINISTRATION. 

The  direct  interposition  of  tlie  Crown,  through  a  de¬ 
partment  of  state,  in  matters  affecting  the  internal  ad¬ 
ministration  of  a  self-governing  colony,  would,  in 
general,  be  at  variance  with  the  acknowledged  prin¬ 
ciple  of  ministerial  responsibility  within  the  colony  in 
all  matters  of  local  concern.3.  Such  interference  could 
only  be  constitutionally  invoked,  or  properly  exercised, 
under  the  following  circumstances :  (1)  In  questions  of 
an  Imperial  nature, b  or  which  necessitate  action  by  the 
Imperial  parliament.  (2)  In  the  interpretation  of  Im¬ 
perial  statutes,  which  have  assigned  to  the  Imperial 
authorities  certain  specified  duties  on  behalf  of  the 
colony,  in  the  performance  whereof  it  would  devolve 
upon  a  minister  of  the  Crown,  responsible  to  the 
Imperial  parliament,  to  act  and  decide,  according  to 
law.L  (3)  When,  either  at  the  express  desire  or  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  local  authorities,  an  appeal  has 
been  made  to  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  his 
opinion  or  decision  upon  a  point  whereon  disagree¬ 
ments  have  arisen,  between  members  of  the  body- 
politic  in  the  colony,  concerning  their  respective  rights 
and  privileges ; d  or  (4)  By  way  of  suggestion,  in  order 


a  See  the  address  of  the  Victoria 
Assembly  of  June  4,  1868,  and  the 
resolutions  of  that  house  in  Nov. 
1869,  to  this  effect,  quoted  in  Com. 
Pap.  1878-79,  v.  51,  p.  530. 

b  See  ante ,  pp.  174  et  seq.  and 


post,  p.  297. 

c  See  post,  pp.  204,  734. 
d  See  post,  p.  70S.  See  also 
Mr.  Mackenzie’s  motion,  in  Canadian 
House  of  Commons,  on  April  27, 1880, 
in  regard  to  reference  of  advice  of 
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to  bring  under  tlie  notice  of  the  local  authorities  in  the 
colony  facts  or  information  upon  a  particular  question 
of  public  interest  and  importance.® 

Whenever  reference  is  made  to  the  Imperial  autho-  When  i ra¬ 
rities,  care  should  be  taken  that  the  claims  and  conten-  terposi-0 
tions  of  each  party  to  the  controversy  should  be  fairly  ^1°”nmay 
and  fully  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  her  Majesty’s  yoked, 
government.  At  the  same  time,  it  rests  with  the  secretary 
of  state,  on  his  own  responsibility,  to  use  his  discretion 
as  to  the  means  which  he  should  adopt  to  inform  himself 
upon  both  sides  of  colonial  questions ;  and  it  would  be 
unbecoming  and  unwarrantable  for  the  local  ministers 
of  any  colony  to  suggest  any  limitation  upon  this  discre¬ 
tion,  or  to  question  the  right  of  her  Majesty’s  secretary 
of  state  to  advise  the  presentation  to  the  Imperial  par¬ 
liament  of  any  documents  that  he  may  think  fit  to 
submit  to  that  tribunal,  in  order  that  it  may  be  made 
acquainted  with  the  opinions  and  arguments  advanced 
on  both  sides  of  a  litigated  question! 

But  even  where  the  authoritative  interposition  of 
the  Imperial  government,  in  matters  of  dispute  between 
a  (governor  and  his  constitutional  advisers  would  be  ob- 

o 

jectionable  or  of  doubtful  expediency— as  in  a  question 
of  purely  local  concern — the  governor,  in  view  of  his 
position  as  an  Imperial  officer  responsible  to  the  Crown 
through  the  secretar}-  of  state  for  his  public  conduct,  is 
always  at  liberty  to  appeal  to  his  superior  officer  for 
advice  and  instructions,  whenever  he  is  called  upon  to 
exercise  the  royal  prerogative,  or  to  give  the  consent  of 
the  Crown  to  an  act  of  administration.  While,  on  the 


Canadian  ministers  for  removal  of 
Lieut. -governor  Letellier  to  the  re¬ 
view  of  her  Majesty’s  advisers  in 
England. 

e  Lord  Kimberley's  despatch  of 
Aug.  11, 1871,  transmitting  informa¬ 
tion  for  adoption  of  ‘  The  Dry  Earth 


System.’  Queensland  Leg.  Coun. 
Jour.  1871-72,  p.  409. 

f  Secretary  Sir  M.  Ilicks-Beacli, 
despatches  to  Governor  Bowen,  of 
July  23  and  August  16,  1878,  Com. 
Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp.  908,  921. 
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other  hand,  if  a  governor  should  transcend  his  lawful 
powers,  or  commit  any  act  to  which  exception  could 
be  justly  taken,  an  appeal  is  open  to  the  secretary  of 
state.  The  right  of  a  governor  to  an  appeal  to  the 
Imperial  authorities,  in  any  matter  affecting  his  cha¬ 
racter,  or  conduct  in  office,  even  though  his  ministers 
may  not  concur  in  the  necessity  for  the  same,  in  the 
particular  instance,  cannot  be  questioned.  For  the 
authority  of  a  governor  is  representative  and  deri¬ 
vative,  and  he  possesses  no  independent  jurisdiction.8 

The  undermentioned  precedents,  which  have  arisen 
in  Canada  since  confederation,  will  serve  to  explain  and 
enforce  this  principle. 

In  1868,  the  year  after  the  establishment  of  the  confederate 
government  in  British  North  America,  the  provincial  assembly  of 
Nova  Scotia  addressed  the  Queen,  representing  that,  so  far  as  Nova 
Scotia  was  concerned,  the  confederation  had  been  effected  without 
the  people  of  the  province  having  been  freely  consulted  thereupon  ; 
that  there  was  reason  to  fear  that  the  results  of  the  union  would 
be  prejudicial  to  some  of  the  special  interests  of  Nova  Scotia  ;  and 
therefore  praying  for  the  repeal  of  the  Imperial  act  under  which  the 
union  had  taken  place.  This  address  was  forwarded  to  her  Majesty 
through  Yiscount  Monck,  the  governor-general  of  Canada. 

The  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  in  a  despatch  dated 
June  4,  1868,  informed  the  governor-general  that  her  Majesty’s 
government  believed  the  confederation  act  ‘  to  be  not  merely  con¬ 
ducive  to  the  strength  and  welfare  of  the  provinces,  but  also  im¬ 
portant  to  the  interests  of  the  whole  empire.’  They  could  not 
therefore  advise  the  reversal  of  this  great  measure  of  state  policy. 
But  they  would  undertake  to  appeal  to  the  dominion  government 
to  remove  any  just  causes  of  complaint  that  might  be  proved  to 
exist  on  the  part  of  Nova  Scotia.h  The  dominion  government 
promptly  and  honourably  responded  to  this  appeal,  by  agreeing  to 
such  a  modification  of  the  original  terms  of  union  as  satisfied  the 


5  See  the  correspondence  be-  pp.  19-27,  A.  2,  p.  6 ;  and  see  ante, 
tween  Lord  Normanby  (governor  of  p.  29 ;  post,  pp.  438,  630. 

New  Zealand)  and  Sir  George  Grey  h  Lords  Pap.  1867-68,  v.  15,  p. 
(premier  of  the  colony)  on  this  sub-  222. 
ject.  New  Zealand  Pap.  1878,  A.  1, 
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claims  of  Nova  Scotia,  and  removed  the  discontent  prevailing  in  that 
province.1 

In  1879  the  assembly  of  Nova  Scotia  addressed  the  Queen, 
ashing  for  Imperial  legislation  to  enable  them  to  give  effect  to  the 
popular  desire  for  the  abolition  of  the  legislative  council,  and  in  the 
same  session,  the  legislative  council  of  the  province  addressed  the 
Queen,  protesting  against  their  own  extinction,  and  suggesting  other 
and  less  objectionable  methods  of  reducing  the  cost  of  legislation  in 
Nova  Scotiad 

In  1880  both  houses  of  the  legislature  of  Prince  Edward  Island, 
by  a  joint  address  to  the  Queen,  remonstrated  against  the  decision 
of  the  government  of  Canada,  that  the  province  was  not  entitled  to 
receive  a  share  of  the  money  awarded  to  be  paid  for  the  use  of 
Canadian  fisheries  by  the  United  States,  and  praying  her  Majesty 
to  take  into  consideration  the  just  claims  of  this  province  for  com¬ 
pensation  for  the  use  of  its  fisheries  by  United  States  citizens.  This 
address  was  forwarded  to  the  Queen  through  the  governor-general.k 

In  1881  it  was  moved  in  the  Nova  Scotia  assembly  to  appeal  to 
the  Imperial  Crown  and  parliament  to  interpose  to  require  the 
dominion  government  to  assign  to  Nova  Scotia  an  equitable  portion 
of  the  fishery  award,  which  had  been  paid  over  to  the  government 
of  Canada  by  the  United  States  ;  but,  on  division,  an  amendment 
deprecating  an  appeal  to  the  Imperial  authorities  upon  a  question 
now  under  consideration  by  the  dominion  and  provincial  govern¬ 
ments,  was  agreed  to.1 

This  question  was  virtually  disposed  of  in  the  dominion  house  of 
commons  in  1880.  On  March  22  of  that  year  resolutions  were 
moved  by  a  private  member  in  the  house  setting  forth  that  the 
provinces  of  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick  and  Prince 
Edward  Island,  notwithstanding  that  they  form  part  of  the  con¬ 
federation  of  Canada,  have  each  claims  and  rights  to  distributive 
shares  of  the  United  States  fishery  award  of  5,500,000  dols.m  An 
amendment  was  moved  by  the  premier  and  carried,  that  the  portion 
of  the  fishery  award  paid  over  to  Canada  constitutionally  and  of 
rio-ht  belongs  to  the  dominion  of  Canada." 

The  following  case,  which  involved  the  question  of 
the  interpretation  to  be  put  upon  a  particular  section 


1  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1869,  No.  9; 
ib.  1870,  No.  41. 

j  See  posf,  p.  699m 
k  P.  E.  Island  Leg.  Coun.  Joiur. 
1880,  pp.  188,  215. 


1  N.  Scotia  Assem.  Jour.  1881, 
p.  40. 

m  Can.  Com.  Deb.  1880,  v.  1, 
pp.  787-802. 

n  Can.  Com.  Jour.  1880,  p.  204. 


Prece¬ 
dents  of 
appeal  by 
local 
legisla¬ 
tures. 


204  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  TIIE  COLONIES. 


Prece¬ 
dents  of 
appeal  by 
local 
legisla¬ 
tures. 


Appoint¬ 
ment  of 
additional 
senators 
in  Canada. 


of  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867,  was  appro¬ 
priately  decided  by  the  Imperial  government. 

By  the  twenty-sixth  section  of  the  aforesaid  statute,  the  Queen 
is  empowered  at  any  time,  on  the  recommendation  of  the  governor- 
genera],  if  she  thinks  fit,  to  direct  that  three  or  six  members  be 
added  to  the  senate  of  Canada,  who  shall  represent  equally  the 
three  divisions  of  the  dominion. 

In  December,  1873,  on  the  report  of  the  premier,  Mr.  Mackenzie, 
the  Canadian  privy  council  advised  that  an  application  should  be 
made  to  her  Majesty  to  add  six  members  to  the  senate,  ‘in  the 
public  interests.’  Though  no  such  reason  was  alleged  at  the  time, 
it  was  not  denied  that  the  proposed  addition  was  desired  simply  for 
the  purpose  of  remedying  the  preponderance  of  the  political  party 
adverse  to  the  existing  administration  in  the  senate,  by  the  selection 
of  six  members  who  would  support  the  ministry  in  that  chamber.0 
This  recommendation  was  forwarded  to  the  secretary  of  state,  through 
the  governor-general. 

The  colonial  secretary  (the  Earl  of  Kimberley),  in  a  despatch 
dated  February  18,  1874,  stated  that  after  a  careful  examination 
of  the  question,  he  was  satisfied  that  it  was  intended  that  the  power 
vested  in  her  Majesty,  under  the  section  aforesaid,  should  be  exer¬ 
cised  ‘in  order  to  provide  a  means  of  bringing  the  senate  into 
accord  with  the  house  of  commons,  in  the  event  of  an  actual  col¬ 
lision  of  opinion  between  the  two  houses.’  And  that  ‘  her  Majesty 
could  not  be  advised  to  take  the  responsibility  of  interfering  with 
the  constitution  of  the  senate,  except  upon  an  occasion  when  it  had 
been  made  apparent  that  a  difference  had  arisen  between  the  two 
houses  of  so  serious  and  permanent  a  character  that  the  government 
could  not  be  carried  on  without  her  intervention,  and  when  it  could 
be  shown  that  the  limited  creation  of  senators  allowed  by  the  act 
would  apply  an  adequate  remedy.’ 

Pursuant  to  an  address  of  the  Canadian  senate  in  1877,  this 
correspondence  was  laid  before  that  house.  And  on  March  19,  five 
resolutions  were  agreed  to,  on  division,  reciting  the  facts  of  the 
case,  expressing  a  ‘high  appreciation  of  the  conduct  of  her  Majesty’s 
government  in  refusing  to  advise  an  act  for  which  no  constitutional 
reason  could  be  offered,’  and  recording  the  opinion  of  the  senate 
that  any  addition  to  their  body  under  the  twenty-sixth  clause  of  the 
British  North  America  Act,  ‘which  is  not  absolutely  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  this  house  into  accord  with  the  house  of 
commons,  in  the  event  of  an  actual  collision  of  a  serious  and  per- 


See  Mr.  Reesor’s  amendment,  in  Canada  Senate  Jour.  1877,  p.  180. 
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manent  character,  would  be  an  infringement  of  the  constitutional 
independence  of  the  senate,  and  lead  to  a  depreciation  of  its  utility 
as  a  constituent  part  of  the  legislature.’  These  resolutions  were 
directed  to  be  transmitted,  through  the  governor-general,  to  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  for  the  information  of  her 
Majesty’s  governments 

Upon  the  same  principle,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies 
(Earl  of  Kimberley)  addressed  a  despatch  to  Governor  Eergusson, 
of  New  Zealand,  on  December  12,  1873,  remonstrating  against 
certain  observations  made  on  July  29  previous,  in  the  New  Zealand 
house  of  representatives,  by  the  colonial  treasurer  and  chief  minister 
(Mr.,  afterwards  Sir  Julius,  A7ogel),  in  his  budget  speech.  Mr.  Yogel 
in  treating  of  colonial  loans  had  implied  that  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment  gave  an  ‘  undisclosed  guarantee  ’  for  the  same  ;  and  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  payment  of  loan  interest  before  other  charges,  had 
observed  that,  ‘  the  governor  being  an  Imperial  officer,  the  Imperial 
government  would  be  responsible  if  their  nominee  did  not  respect 
the  priority  which  the  law  established.’ 

All  such  responsibility,  as  attaching  to  the  Imperial  government, 
the  colonial  secretary  disavowed.  Her  Majesty’s  government  in  no 
way  guarantees  colonial  loans,  ‘  except  for  particular  amounts  spe¬ 
cified  in  Imperial  guarantee  acts,  and  inasmuch  as  it  exercises  no 
interference  or  control  as  to  the  financial  policy  of  a  colony  under 
responsible  government,  it  shares  none  of  the  responsibility  for  the 
due  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  loans  which  it  has  not 
specifically  guaranteed.’ 

Warrants  for  payment  signed  by  the  governor  are  of  the  same 
character  as  royal  orders  in  this  country,  which  are  issued  under 
the  royal  sign-manual  :  but  her  Majesty’s  signature  in  no  way 
relieves  her  ministers  from  responsibility  in  respect  to  the  due 
administration  of  moneys  voted  by  parliament.  ‘Her  Majesty’s 
government  cannot  therefore  admit,  that  because  the  governor  is 
an  Imperial  servant,  the  Imperial  government  would  incur  any 
responsibility  with  regard  to  moneys  issued  under  his  order,  beyond 
that  which  may  be  imposed  on  them  by  the  legislature  of  this  colony.’  a 


p  Senate  Jour.  1877,  pp.  130, 134. 
q  New  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1873- 
74,  A.  2,  No.  25.  See  also  Papers 
in  reference  to  the  claims  of  Messrs. 
Brogden,  contractors  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  railways  in  New  Zea¬ 
land.  These  claims  arose  out  of  a 
question  raised  by  Messrs.  Brogden 
against  the  constitutionality  of  a 
statute  passed  in  the  colony  which 


affected  their  private  rights.  In¬ 
stead  of  raising  this  question  in  the 
colonial  courts,  which  were  capable 
of  deciding  upon  it,  the  claimants 
appealed  to  the  secretary  of  state. 
The  colonial  secretary,  however, 
merely  requested  the  governor  to 
bring  the  case  under  the  notice  of 
his  ministers.  Ib.  1878,  E.-3. 
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In  1873  the  government  of  the  province  of  British  Columbia 
addressed  a  formal  remonstrance  to  the  dominion  government,  com¬ 
plaining  of  the  non-fulfilment  of  the  terms  of  union  of  that  province 
with  Canada,  in  respect  to  the  commencement  of  a  line  of  railway 
from  the  Pacific  coast  to  connect  with  existing  railways  in  eastern 
Canada.  The  reply  of  the  dominion  government  to  this  protest  not 
being  deemed  satisfactory,  the  provincial  government  deputed  two 
ministers  of  the  lieutenant-governor’s  cabinet  to  proceed  to  England 
to  appeal  to  her  Majesty’s  government  on  the  subject.  Before  the 
-arrival  of  the  delegates,  the  Earl  of  Carnarvon,  in  a  despatch  to  the 
governor-general  of  Canada,  dated  .June  18,  1874,  intimated  his 
willingness  to  arbitrate  between  the  two  governments,  if  they  would 
agree  to  accept  his  decision  upon  all  matters  in  controversy  between 
them. 

This  offer  of  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  was 
readily  accepted  by  the  dominion  and  provincial  governments,  and 
full  information  upon  the  points  in  dispute  was  communicated  to 
Lord  Carnarvon.  Whereupon,  in  a  despatch  to  the  governor- 
general,  dated  August  16,  1874,  he  stated  the  modifications  of  plan 
for  the  commencement  and  completion  of  the  great  trans- continental 
railway  which,  in  the  interest  of  both  parties,  he  w'oulcl  advise  for 
their  acceptance.  The  Canadian  government  expressed  their  wil¬ 
lingness  to  accept  these  recommendations,  if  modified  in  certain 
particulars.  After  further  consultation  with  the  delegation  from 
British  Columbia,  the  secretary  of  state,  in  a  despatch  dated 
November  17,  1874,  gave  his  final  judgment  upon  the  question,  and 
a  statement  of  the  new  terms  with  British  Columbia,  which  he  con¬ 
sidered  were  fair  and  reasonable,  in  regard  to  the  construction  of 
the  Pacific  Railway.  These  terms  were  frankly  accepted  by  the 
parties  concerned,  and  they  contributed  for  a  time  to  restore  a  good 
understanding  between  the  dominion  and  provincial  governments. 
But  further  delays  ensued,  at  which  the  local  government  of  British 
Columbia  again  remonstrated,  and  on  February  2,  1876,  the  legis¬ 
lative  assembly  unanimously  petitioned  her  Majesty  the  Queen, 
praying  that  she  would  cause  the  dominion  government  to  be  im¬ 
mediately  moved  to  give  effect  to  the  terms  of  Lord  Carnarvon's 
settlement,  above  mentioned. r 

A  despatch  from  the  colonial  secretary,  in  reply  to  the  petition 
of  the  British  Columbia  assembly  to  the  Queen,  was  laid  before  the 
local  legislature  in  1877,  together  with  further  papers  explanatory 
of  the  non-fulfilment,  by  the  dominion  government,  of  the  railway 
clause  in  the  terms  of  union.  With  a  view  to  allay  the  continued 


r  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1875,  No.  19;  ib.  1876,  No.  41. 
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dissatisfaction  and  irritation  which  prevailed  in  the  province  on  this 
subject,  the  governor-general  (Lord  Dufferin)  visited  the  province  in 
the  autumn  of  1876,  and  delivered  an  able  address  on  the  question, 
vindicating  the  government  of  Canada  from  the  imputation  of  bad 
faith,  and  pointing  out  the  enormous  and  hitherto  insuperable  diffi¬ 
culties  which  had  occasioned  delay  in  the  commencement  of  this 
great  national  work.  His  excellency's  speech  was  of  much  service 
in  restoring  public  confidence,  and  in  reviving  a  good  understanding 
between  the  local  and  the  federal  governments.  It  became  necessary, 
however,  for  the  legislative  assembly  of  British  Columbia  to  ad¬ 
dress  a  further  appeal  to  her  Majesty,  in  connection  with  the  railway 
question,  in  the  session  held  in  1878.  But  before  a  reply  could  be 
obtained  to  this  address  a  change  of  ministry  occurred  in  Canada. 
The  local  government  received  from  the  new  dominion  administra¬ 
tion  assurances  that  the  representations  and  claims  of  the  province 
would  receive  their  best  consideration.  The  local  legislature  re¬ 
assembled  in  January  1879,  when  correspondence  and  telegrams 
on  this  subject  were  submitted  by  the  lieutenant-governor,  which 
reanimated  the  hopes  of  the  province  that  the  national  railway  would 
be  constructed  as  speedily  as  possible.  This  confidence  was  expressed 
by  the  lieutenant-governor  at  the  close  of  the  session  of  April  29, 
1879,  when  he  referred  to  the  ‘assurance  given  by  the  dominion 
government  that  railway  work  in  the  province  would  not  only  be 
commenced,  but  be  vigorously  prosecuted  this  season.’ s 

Nevertheless,  on  March  23,  1881,  the  legislative  assembly  of 
British  Columbia  deemed  it  to  be  expedient  to  petition  the  Queen 
with  respect  to  the  breach  by  the  dominion  government  of  their 
railway  obligations  to  the  province;  and  the  Hon.  A.  De  Cosmos  was 
deputed  to  present  this  petition  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies.  The  result  of  this  mission,  and  the  conclusions  arrived  at 
by  the  respective  governments,  with  a  view  to  the  speedy  settlement 
of  this  long-standing  dispute,  were  laid  before  the  British  Columbia 
legislature  in  the  ensuing  session.  In  1883,  the  provincial  legislature 
expressed  its  satisfaction  at  the  energy  displayed  in  the  rapid  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway.1 

[On  November  6,  1885,  the  date  of  the  completion  of  this  great 
trans-continental  line,  her  Majesty’s  congratulations  were  cabled  to 
the  people  of  Canada."  The  Canada  Pacific  Railway  was  incor¬ 
porated  on  February  17,  1881,  and  received  froui  the  government  a 
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s  See  correspondence  concerning  Sess.  Pap.  1881,  pp.  139  310. 
construction  of  Canadian  Pac.  Piaily.  1  lb.  1882,  pp.  329-351;  ib.  Jour, 
between  dominion,  Imperial,  and  1S83. 

provincial  governments,  from  Aug.  u  Can.  Off.  Gaz.  v.  19,  p.  G66. 
1869  to  Nov.  1880,  in  Brit.  Columb. 
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subsidy  in  money  of  $25,000,000,  in  land  of  25,000,000  acres,  and 
had  transferred  to  it,  free  of  cost,  713  miles  of  railroad,  which  had 
been  built  by  the  government  at  an  outlay  of  $35, 000, 000. v 

In  1884  the  parliament  of  Canada  authorised  a  loan  to  the 
company  of  $29,880,912  at  5  per  cent,  interest,  the  government  as 
security  holding  a  lien  on  its  entire  property  ;  the  money  to  be  paid 
to  the  company  as  the  work  progressed,  and  the  line  to  be  completed 
by  the  end  of  May  1886.  On  March  30,  1885,  the  company,  under 
a  new  agreement,  discharged  its  obligations  to  the  government.w 

The  whole  line  was  completed  on  November  6,  1885,  but  was 
not  opened  for  through  traffic  until  June  28  of  the  following  year.*] 


v  Poor’s  Manual  of  Railroads, 
1891,  p.  1006. 
w  lb.  p.  1007. 

*  For  contract  of  Imperial  go¬ 
vernment  with  Canada  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way  for  conveyance  of  mails,  troops, 


and  stores  from  Halifax  or  Quebec 
to  Hong  Kong,  and  for  hire  and 
purchase  of  vessels  as  cruisers  or 
transports,  vide  Com.  Pap.  1889,  v. 
47,  p.  317. 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

IMPERIAL  DOMINION  EXERCISABLE  OYER  SELF-GOVERNING 
COLONIES :  BY  MEANS  OF  IMPERIAL  LEGISLATION. 

In  1766,  at  the  commencement  of  the  unhappy  disputes 
between  Great  Britain  and  her  colonies  in  North  Ame¬ 
rica,  which  terminated  in  the  achievement  of  indepen¬ 
dence  by  the  United  States,  an  act  was  passed  by  the 
Imperial  parliament  which  was  intended  to  be  declara¬ 
tory  of  the  legislative  authority  of  parliament  over  the 
colonies  of  the  British  Crown.  This  statute  recited  that 
‘  whereas  several  of  the  houses  of  representatives  in  his 
Majesty’s  colonies  and  plantations  in  America  have  of 
late,  against  law,  claimed  to  themselves,  or  to  the 
general  assemblies  of  the  same,  the  sole  and  exclusive 
right  of  imposing  duties  and  taxes  upon  his  Majesty’s 
subjects  in  the  said  colonies  and  plantations,  and  have, 
in  pursuance  of  such  claim,  passed  certain  votes,  reso¬ 
lutions,  and  orders,  derogatory  to  the  legislative  autho¬ 
rity  of  parliament,  and  inconsistent  with  the  dependency 
of  the  said  colonies  upon  the  Crown  of  Great  Britain ;  ’ 
— be  it,  therefore,  declared  that  the  said  colonies  in 
America  have  been,  are,  and  of  right  ought  to  be,  sub¬ 
ordinate  unto,  and  dependent  upon,  the  Imperial  Crown 
and  parliament  of  Great  Britain ;  and  that  the  King’s 
Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  parlia¬ 
ment,  had,  hath,  and  of  right  ought  to  have,  full  power 
and  authority  to  make  laws  and  statutes  of  sufficient 
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force  and  validity  to  bind  the  said  colonies,  in  all  cases 
whatsoever.8, 

Mr.  Pitt,  who  then  led  the  opposition  in  parliament, 
desired  expressly  to  except  from  this  declaratory  act  the 
right  of  taxation  without  the  consent  of  the  colonists ; 
but  the  Crown  lawyers  would  not  yield  the  point,  and 
the  bill  passed  without  any  alteration.15 

In  fact  parliament  had  exercised  the  right  of  taxa¬ 
tion  in  the  colonies  for  nearly  one  hundred  years.  The 
first  tax  which  appears  to  have  been  imposed  upon  the 
colonies,  by  the  British  parliament,  was  under  the  act 
25  Car.  II.  c.  7,  passed  in  1672.  This  imposed  an 
export  duty  on  certain  articles  shipped  in  the  colonies 
for  consumption  abroad.  It  was  designed  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  protecting  and  regulating  commerce.  It  was 
followed,  from  time  to  time,  by  similar  acts  for  the  same 
purpose  imposing  duties  on  importations  into  or  exports 
from  the  colonies  or  plantations  in  America.  In  1763, 
an  act  was  passed  continuing,  permanently,  these  pro¬ 
tective  duties,  and  directing  that  the  net  produce  thereof 
should  be  reserved  for  the  disposition  of  Parliament 
‘  towards  defraying  the  necessary  expenses  of  defending, 
protecting,  and  securing  the  British  colonies  in  America,’ 
and  in  1767,  another  act  was  passed  (7  Geo.  III.  c.  41), 
to  establish  in  these  colonies  a  board  for  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  customs  duties  imposed  upon  goods  im¬ 
ported  into  or  exported  from  those  colonies.  These 
protective  duties  continued  to  be  levied,  under  parlia¬ 
mentary  authority,  and  their  net  produce  to  be  paid 
into  the  exchequer,  until  1845.  But  by  the  act  9  & 
10  Vic.  c.  94,  passed  in  1846,  they  came  to  an  end ; 
the  various  colonial  legislatures  being  empowered,  by 
that  statute,  to  adopt  measures,  with  the  sanction  of  the 
Crown,  for  the  repeal  of  any  Imperial  protective  duties 


•  6  Geo.  III.  o.  1°. 


b  See  May,  Const.  History,  c.  17. 
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of  customs,  wliicli  had  been  heretofore  imposed  upon 
them.0 

The  colonies  in  North  America  before  their  revolt 
were  in  the  habit  of  taxing  themselves,  by  their  own 
laws.  They  not  only  imposed  internal  taxation,  but, 
also,  in  certain  cases,  customs  duties  on  imports.  But 
they  never  disputed  the  right  of  the  Imperial  parliament 
to  impose  duties  for  the  regulation  of  commerce.  In 
1765,  however,  parliament  passed  the  celebrated  Stamp  stamp 
Act,  5  Geo.  III.  c.  12,  which  authorised  the  levying,  in  Act- 
the  colonies,  of  internal  taxation,  in  aid  of  the  Imperial 
revenue.  This  act  excited  the  utmost  indignation  in 
America.  Those  who  did  not  object  to  Imperial  cus¬ 
toms  duties,  which  might  be  necessary  for  the  regula¬ 
tion  of  trade,  and  were  a  natural  and  equitable  toll  on 
merchandise  safely  carried  by  ships  over  seas  protected 
by  English  fleets,  saw  a  material  difference  in  the 
attempt  to  impose  duties  of  excise.  It  was  the  general 
conviction  in  the  colonies  that  a  parliament  in  which 
the  American  people  were  not  duly  represented  had  no 
right  to  impose  internal  taxation.  Upon  these  con¬ 
siderations  being  made  publicly  known,  by  numerous 
petitions,  and  especially  by  the  evidence  of  Dr.  Ben¬ 
jamin  Franklin,  at  the  bar  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
on  January  28,  1766,  parliament  hastened  to  repeal 
these  objectionable  imposts.'1 

But,  in  the  following  year,  a  new  customs  act  was 
proposed,  by  the  chancellor  of  the  exchequer  (Mr. 
Charles  Townshend),  and  enacted  by  parliament,  which 
was  regarded  by  the  American  colonists  as  being 
equally  objectionable.  The  supporters  of  this  bill, 
though  they  admitted  that  the  right  of  internal  taxation 


0  Accounts  of  Public  Income  d  lb.  p.  403,  Com.  Pap.  1869, 
and  Expenditure,  from  1688  to  1869,  v.  35  ;  Pari.  Hist.  v.  16,  pp.  136-150  ; 
part  2,  pp.  402-405,  Com.  Pap.  1869,  act  6  Geo.  III.  c.  11. 
v.  35. 

p  2 
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of  tlie  colonies  was  virtually  extinguished,  nevertheless 
affirmed  the  continued  existence  of  the  right  of  taxing 
commodities  imported  into  them  from  other  countries, 
not  merely  for  the  regulation  of  trade,  but  also  foi 
raising  a  revenue.  And  this  act  proceeded  to  appro¬ 
priate  the  proceeds  of  certain  duties  of  customs  imposed 
under  its  provisions  to  the  establishment  of  a  permanent 
civil  list  throughout  every  province  in  America,  and  to 
settle  salaries  hitherto  dependent  upon  the  vote  of  the 
local  assembly.6  This  enactment  greatly  increased  the 
discontent  and  disturbance  already  existing  amongst 
the  American  colonists,  and  they  came  to  a  general 
agreement  not  to  import  any  of  the  articles  on  which 
the  new  duties  were  laid.  Eiots  and  disturbances  oc¬ 
curred  at  Boston  in  December  1773,  in  the  attempt  to 
prevent  the  landing  of  tea,  subject  to  duty  under  this 
obnoxious  statute.  Thus  began  the  American  Rebellion, 
and  a  war  which  was  prolonged  for  seven  years,  at  a 
cost  to  Great  Britain  of  £115,654,914.  It  was  finally 
terminated  by  the  Treaty  of  Paris,  on  November  30, 
1782,  which  acknowledged  the  independence  of  the 
United  States  of  America! 

During  the  continuance  of  the  war,  and  with  a  vain 
hope  of  arresting  its  progress,  the  Imperial  parliament 
repealed  the  duty  on  tea  imported  from  Great  Britain 
into  any  colony  in  America,  which  had  been  imposed 
By  the  act  of  7  Geo.  III.  c.  46  ;  and  at  the  same  time 
renounced  the  claim  of  the  mother  country  to  impose, 
merely  for  the  augmentation  of  the  public  revenue,  any 
Imperial  taxation  in  the  colonies.  This  was  done  in 
1778,  by  an  act  which  recited  that,  in  order  to  aid  in 
restoring  peace  in  his  Majesty’s  dominions,  it  is  expedient 
to  declare  that  the  King  and  parliament  of  Great  Britain 


«  7  Geo.  III.  c.  46. 

f  Pub.  Inc.  &  Exp.  1688  to  1869,  part  2,  p.  404,  Com.  Pap.  1869,  v.  35. 
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will  not  impose  any  duty,  tax,  or  assessment,  for  tlie 
purpose  of  raising  a  revenue,  in  any  of  the  colonies  ; 
and  will  only  impose  sucli  duties  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  regulation  of  commerce,  the  net  produce  where¬ 
of  shall  always  be  applied  to  and  for  the  use  of  the 
colony  wherein  they  shall  be  levied.8 

The  declaratory  statute  of  1766,  with  the  proviso 
agreed  to  in  1778,  that  it  shall  not  be  construed  to 
sanction  taxation  for  revenue  purposes,  is  still  to  be 
regarded  as  embodying  the  constitutional  assertion  of 
the  supreme  authority  which  is  exercisable  by  the 
Imperial  parliament  over  all  the  Queen’s  dominions ; 
notwithstanding  that  they  may  be  in  possession  of 
local  legislatures  with  powers  for  local  self-govern¬ 
ment.11 

The  colonial  possessions  of  the  British  Crown,  how¬ 
soever  acquired  and  whatever  may  be  their  political 
constitution,  are  subject  at  all  periods  of  their  existence 
to  the  legislative  control  of  the  Imperial  parliament. 
But  in  practice,  especially  in  the  case  of  colonies  enjoy¬ 
ing  representative  institutions  and  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,  the  mother  country,  in  deference  to  the  principle 
of  self-government,  has  conceded  the  largest  possible 
measure  of  local  independence,  and  practically  exerts 
its  supreme  authority  only  in  cases  of  necessity,  or  when 
Imperial  interests  are  at  stake. 

The  common  law  of  England  is  the  natural  heritage 
of  Englishmen,  and  is  directly  applicable  to  all  the 
colonies  of  the  realm  in  matters  not  specially  covered 
by  local  legislation.1  This  principle  has  been  heretofore  so 
well  understood,  that  in  the  United  States  the  English 

e  18  Geo.  III.  c.  12.  And  see  v.  233,  p.  1401. 

Clark,  Colonial  Law,  pp.  13,  14;  as  1  Forsyth,  Const.  Law,  p.  18; 
regards  Canada,  see  post,  p.  222.  Reports  on  the  Colonies  for  1879, 
h  See  Clark’s  Col.  Law,  p.  10.  Com.  Pap.  1881,  v.  64,  p.  126.  But 
Forsyth,  Const.  Law,  p.  21.  Sir  J.  see  Chitty  on  Prerogative,  p.  32. 
Holker  (attorn ey-general),  Hans.  D. 
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common  law — wliich,  as  well  as  the  statute  law,  so  far 
as  adapted  to  the  condition  of  the  colonies,  was  brought 
to  America  from  the  mother  country,  and  forme  t  ie 
basis  of  colonial  law,  antecedent  to  the  revolution—  still 
continues  to  prevail,  except  where  modified  or  super¬ 
seded  by  conflicting  legislation.1 

Upon  the  establishment  of  a  new  colony  by  Great 
Britain,  a  governor  is  appointed  to  represent  the 
authority  of  the  Crown  therein.  It  is  a  recognised 
principle  that  colonists  in  settling  new  territories, 
within  the  bounds  of  the  empire,  ‘  carry  with  them  the 
law  of  England,  so  far  as  it  is  applicable  to  their  cir¬ 
cumstances.”5  Accordingly  it  is  the  duty  of  a  governor, 
when  he  enters  upon  his  office,  to  take,  without  delay 
or  hesitation,  whatever  steps — not  being  repugnant  to 
the  maxims  of  English  law — he  may  deem  to  be  essential 
for  the  welfare  of  the  colony.  This  he  is  competent  to 
do,  by  the  authority  committed  to  him  by  the  Imperial 
secretary  of  state,  even  in  anticipation  of  the  receipt  of 
his  commission  and  instructions,  which  are  needful  to 
complete  and  ratify  his  legal  powers.  In  colonies 
acquired  by  occupancy,  the  Crown  is  expressly  em¬ 
powered  by  the  Imperial  statutes,  6  &  7  Yic.  c.  13  and 
23  &  24  Yic.  c.  121,  to  establish,  by  orders  in  council, 
laws,  institutions,  and  ordinances  for  the  government 
thereof.  A  governor  may,  at  the  outset,  be  empowered 
by  the  Crown  ‘  both  to  govern  and  to  legislate  of  [his] 
own  authority,’  thereby  exercising  ‘the  Crown’s  general 
power  of  legislation,’  until  it  may  be  practicable  and 
expedient  to  organise  a  representative  assembly,  or  at 
least  a  non-representative  council.  ‘Acts  therefore 
done  [by  a  governor]  in  accordance  with  the  law  of 

J  gee  authorities  cited  in  Am.  Merivale  on  Colonisation,  ed.  1861, 
Ch.  Rev.  v.  37-38,  pp.  173-213 ;  p.  638.  Adderley’s  Col.  Policy,  pp. 
Southern  Law  Rev.  N.S.  v.  8,  p.  414;  11,  17;  and  see  Mills  Col.  Const, 

also  Lieber’s  Hermeneutics,  1880.  p.  18. 

k  Clark’s  Col.  Law,  Introduction. 
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England  will  be  substantially  legal,  although  done 
before  any  regular  authority  was  constituted.’  On  his 
assumption  of  office,  it  is  advisable  that  a  governor 
should  issue  a  proclamation  to  declare  the  laws  of 
England  to  be  prevalent  throughout  the  colony,  subject 
to  any  modifications  lie  may  think  it  advisable  to  in¬ 
troduce.  Such  a  proclamation,  however,  is  ‘  rather  a 
matter  of  solemn  form  than  of  absolute  necessity.’ 
‘  But  the  office  of  legislation,  in  the  higher  and  more 
general  sense,  should  be  left  for  the  legislature  which 
may  be  hereafter  constituted.’  1 

Accordingly,  a  patent  obtained  on  behalf  of  an 
invention  previously  unknown  in  £  the  realm  of  England  ’ 
is  not  invalidated  because  the  invention  was  in  use  in  a 
British  colony,  wherein  it  had  been  or  might  have  been 
patented  under  a  local  law.  For  since  the  Patent  Act 
of  1852  (15  &  16  Vic.  c.  83),  there  has  been  no  in¬ 
stance  of  letters  patent  granted  in  England  for  the 
colonies.111 

The  power  of  the  sovereign  to  make  new  laws  for  a 
conquered  country  has  often  been  asserted  by  the 
courts.  But  once  the  Crown  has  granted  to  a  colony 
representative  institutions,  with  the  power  of  making 
laws  for  its  interior  government,  it  has  been  decided 
that  the  Crown  alone  cannot  thenceforth  exercise,  with 
respect  to  such  colony,  peculiar  powers  of  legislation 
appropriate  to  a  governor  and  council ;  that  prerogative 
having  been  impliedly  renounced  by  the  appointment  of 
a  legislative  body  within  the  colony  itself.11 

Henceforth  it  is  only  such  Imperial  laws  as  were  in 
force  at  the  time  of  the  establishment  of  the  colony  that 

1  See  despatches  of  secretary  Sir  290,  292,  305. 

E.  Bulwer  -  Lytton  to  Governor  111  Rolls  v.  Isaac,  L.  T.  Rep. 
Douglas  on  the  setting  apart  of  the  N.  S.  v.  45,  p.  704. 
new  colony  of  British  Columbia,  n  Tarring  on  the  Colonies,  pp. 
dated  Aug.  14  and  Sept.  2,  1858 ;  15-18 ;  Amos,  Fifty  Years  of  Eng. 

Lords  Pap.  1859,  Sept.  1,  v.  6,  pp.  Const,  pp.  150-157. 
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apply  to  tlie  same,  not  such  as  may  be  thereafter 
enacted  ;  unless  ‘  by  express  enactment  or  by  necessary 
intendment  ’  they  are  made  directly  applicable,  or  are 
of  such  general  import  that  it  can  be  reasonably  inferred 
that  they  were  intended  to  apply  to  all  British  subjects.0 

But  the  supremacy  over  the  colonies  which  apper¬ 
tains  to  the  Imperial  parliament  is  a  paramount  right, 
and  may  even  be  exercised  so  as  to  override  and  con¬ 
trol  the  powers  possessed  by  any  local  government. 
The  exercise  of  this  authority  is,  however,  reserved  for 
extreme  occasions  of  public  necessity.  Thus,  in  1838 
and  1839,  parliament,  by  virtue  of  its  inherent  powers, 
legislated  on  behalf  of  Jamaica  and  of  Canada  ;  by  a 
special  enactment  supplied  certain  defects,  otherwise 
insuperable,  in  the  laws  of  Jamaica ;  and  afterwards 
suspended  and  remodelled  the  constitutions  of  both 
these  colonies. p 

Nevertheless,  at  the  very  time  when  necessity  com¬ 
pelled  the  Imperial  parliament  to  have  recourse  to 
these  extreme  measures,  the  Crown  was  careful  to 
define  the  principles  on  which  the  interposition  of  the 
supreme  authority  of  parliament  over  British  colonies 
having  representative  institutions  could  alone  be  jus¬ 
tified.  In  a  despatch  addressed  by  the  colonial  minister 
(Lord  Glenelg)  to  Sir  F.  B.  Head,  upon  his  appoint¬ 
ment  as  lieutenant-governor  of  Upper  Canada,  in  1839, 
it  is  stated  that  ‘  parliamentary  legislation,  on  any 
subject  of  exclusively  internal  concern,  in  any  British 


0  Imp.  Stat.  3  &  4  Vic.  c.  35, 
sec.  3.  And  see  Brook  v.  Brook,  9 
H.  of  L.  Cas.  193  ;  Routledge  v.  Low, 
3  L.  R.  H.  of  L.  100  ;  Hodgins  v. 
McNeil,  9  Grant  Ch.  Rep.  305 ; 
Penley  v.  Bacon  Assurance  Co.  10 
Grant,  422.  See  full  discussion  of 
the  general  question  in  Leith  & 
Smith’s  Real  Property  Laws  in  On¬ 
tario,  ch.  2,  2nd  ed.  Toronto,  1880. 


See  further  on  this  subject,  post,  p. 
242. 

p  See  Amos,  pp.  158,  394 ;  May, 
Const.  Hist.  3rd  ed.  v.  3,  p.  365 ;  and 
see  the  debates  in  the  Imperial 
parliament  in  1860,  on  the  bill  for 
the  better  government  of  the  native 
inhabitants  of  New  Zealand.  Hans. 
H.  v.  159,  p.  1326;  v.  160,  pp.  418, 
1640. 
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colony  possessing  a  representative  assembly,  is,  as  a 
general  rule,  unconstitutional.  It  is  a  right  the 
exercise  of  which  is  reserved  for  extreme  cases,  in 
which  necessity  at  once  creates  and  justifies  the  excep¬ 
tion.’  q 

The  subsequent  extension,  to  Canada  and  to  Aus¬ 
tralia,  of  the  principle  of  local  self-government,  or,  as 
it  has  been  usually  termed  in  the  colonies,  4  responsible 
government,’  set  the  seal  upon  all  former  concessions, 
and  enlarged  the  bounds  of  freedom  and  independence, 
in  the  determination  of  all  questions  of  local  concern, 
by  establishing  in  these  colonies  institutions  which  were 
expressly  designed  to  be  4  the  very  image  and  transcript  ’ 
of  those  of  the  parent  state. 

The  first  use  to  which  the  colonial  legislatures  ap¬ 
plied  the  enlarged  powers  conferred  upon  them  by  the 
grant  of  responsible  government  was  to  claim  from 
the  mother  country  the  entire  control  over  provincial 
revenue  and  expenditure.  Heretofore  it  had  been  cus¬ 
tomary  for  the  Imperial  parliament  to  settle  the  amount 
that  should  be  paid  out  of  colonial  revenues  to  defray 
the  cost  of  civil  government  and  of  the  administration 
of  justice,  and  to  make  permanent  provision  for  the 
same  by  Imperial  enactment.  It  was  thus  in  New 
South  Wales,  under  the  constitution  established  in 
1842,  by  the  Act  5  &  6  Yic.  c.  76.  And  in  other 
Australian  colonies,  under  the  Imperial  act  13  &  14 
Yic.  c.  59,  which  was  passed  in  1850.  In  Canada,  the 
constitutions  framed  in  1791,  and  in  1841,  by  Imperial 
legislation — notwithstanding  that  they  left  considerable 
amounts  of  provincial  revenue  at  the  annual  disposal  ol 

<i  Com.  Pap.  1839,  v.  33,  p.  9.  secretary)  to  Governor  Fitzroy,  of 
And  see  Earl  Grey’s  observations,  New  South  Wales,  in  1847,  ib.  v.  90, 
on  the  Ryland  case,  in  the  House  of  p.  657.  And  Lord  John  Russell  s 
Lords,  on  June  8,  1849.  Hans.  D.  speech  on  Col.  Policy,  on  Feb.  8, 
v.  105,  p.  1277.  See  also  extracts  1850,  ib.  v.  108,  p.  547. 
from  despatch  of  Earl  Grey  (colonial 
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the  provincial  parliaments — each  contained  schedules 
fixing  the  sums  payable  for  the  services  above  men¬ 
tioned  (otherwise  termed  ‘  the  civil  list  ’),  and  thereby 
appropriating  colonial  revenues,  by  Imperial  authority, 
without  the  consent  of  the  local  legislature.  These 
revenues  mainly  consisted  of  moneys  accruing  from  the 
sale  of  ungranted  Crown  lands  in  the  provinces ;  or  as 
they  were  termed,  £  the  casual  and  territorial  revenues.’ 
By  despatches  from  Lord  Goderich,  secretary  of  state 
for  the  colonies,  dated  December  20  and  24,  1830,  the 
Imperial  government  intimated  its  willingness,  with  the 
consent  of  parliament,  to  surrender  to  the  control  of 
the  legislatures  of  Upper  and  Lower  Canada  the  entire 
revenue  raised  in  Canada  under  Imperial  statutes,  on 
condition  of  adequate  4  civil  lists  ’  being  voted  by  the 
provincial  legislatures.1  But  although  the  Upper 
Canada  legislature  thankfully  acceded  to  the  principle 
of  this  proposal,  and  immediately  passed  an  act  to  give 
effect  thereto,  differences  occurred  in  both  provinces  in 
regard  to  the  details  of  the  arrangement,  which  involved 
a  protracted  controversy  between  the  legislatures  and 
the  Imperial  government,  which  lasted  until  the  union 
in  1841.  The  legislative  assembly  of  united  Canada 
remonstrated  against  the  continuance  of  Imperial  inter¬ 
ference  in  this  matter,  by  an  address  to  the  Queen  in 
1843.  But  it  was  not  until  1847  that,  by  the  Imperial 
act  10  &  11  Vic.  c.  71,  the  legislature  was  finally 
empowered  to  exercise  control  over  the  aforesaid 
revenues,  and  in  lieu  thereof  to  grant  a  civil  list,  and 
to  provide  for  the  remuneration  of  judges,  and  other 
officers  of  the  civil  service,  in  the  united  province. 
Similar  power  was  conceded  to  the  legislatures  of  New 
South  Wales  and  Victoria,  in  1855,  by  the  Imperial 
acts  IS  &  19  Vic.  cc.  54  and  55,  which  were  passed 


r  U.  C.  Assem.  Jour.  1836,  App.  No.  122. 
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pursuant  to  an  agreement,  on  the  part  of  the  Australian 
colonies,  to  accept  an  offer  made  to  them  by  her 
Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  in  1852, 
and  to  make  adequate  provision  for  the  expenses  of  the 
civil  government,  in  return  for  the  surrender  to  them  of 
the  revenues  from  public  lands.8 

And  here  mention  may  be  made  of  a  curious  question  which  was  A?pr°pri- 
raised  in  the  colony  of  Victoria,  during  the  continuance  of  the  j1  r'g. 

‘  dead-lock  ’  between  the  two  houses  of  the  legislature,  in  1877-78,  venues  in 
in  regard  to  the  interpretation  that  should  be  put  upon  the  forty- 
fifth  section  of  the  Imperial  act  18  &  19  Vic.  c.  55,  for  amend- 
ing  the  constitution  of  Victoria.  Eminent  counsel,  consulted  by  statute, 
the  local  government  in  1877,  gave  it  as  their  opinion  that  this 
section  expressly  appropriated  so  much  of  the  consolidated  revenue 
of  the  colony  as  might  be  required  to  defray  the  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  incident  to  the  collection,  management,  and  receipt  of  the 
provincial  revenue  ;  without  the  necessity  for  any  further  grant  or 
appropriation  of  the  same  by  the  parliament  of  Victoria.  Hitherto 
it  had  been  customary,  in  Victoria,  to  disregard  this  section,  and  to 
include  all  such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  as  aforesaid,  in  the 
annual  votes  in  supply,  and  in  the  subsequent  appropriation  act 
passed  by  the  local  parliament.  Counsel  contended,  however,  that 
the  Imperial  act  gave  ample  authority  for  all  such  appropriation 
and  expenditure.  This  interpretation  was  accepted  by  the  Victoria 
assembly,  and  the  local  government  decided  to  give  effect  to  it, 
albeit  the  legislative  council  protested  against  the  proceeding.  The 
governor  (Sir  G.  Bowen)  requested  the  secretary  of  state  to  obtain 
the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  England  upon  the 
point.  These  officers  confirmed  the  interpretation  put  upon  the 
act  by  the  colonial  lawyers  ;  with  a  proviso  that  such  expenditure, 
if  incurred  under  the  provisions  of  the  forty-fifth  section  of  the  act, 
must  be  strictly  limited  to  the  purposes  therein  stated.  If  diverted 
to  any  other  purpose,  the  previous  sanction  of  an  act  of  the  Victoria 
parliament  would  be  required.  Fortunately,  the  temporary  settle¬ 
ment  of  the  difficulties  between  the  two  houses  in  "V  ictoria  rendeied 
it  unnecessary,  at  this  time,  to  have  recourse  to  this  interpretation 
of  the  Imperial  act  to  obtain  the  issue  of  public  moneys  for  the 
purposes  therein  specified.1' 

8  Adderley,  Col.  Policy,  pp.  31,  Macdougall,  C.B.,  in  the  Mercer 
102.  And  see  Lord  Glenelg’s  de-  case,  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  5,  p. 
spatch  to  the  Earl  of  Gosford,  of  544. 

July  17,  1835,  Com.  Pap.  1836,  v.  *  Victoria  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1877- 
39,  p.  5.  Speech  of  Hon.  Wm.  78,  pp.  193,  211,  App.  A.  5;  rb. 
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supremacy  of  the  Imperial  parliament  still  remains, 
and  can  be  asserted  at  its  discretion.0 

The  freedom  granted  to  the  principal  British 
colonies,  by  the  establishment  therein  of  local  self- 
government,  began  speedily  to  lead  to  the  demand  for 
complete  emancipation  from  Imperial  control  in  all 
matters  of  local  concern,  including  the  regulation  of 
their  trade  and  commerce.  Heretofore,  the  imposition 
of  customs  duties,  and  the  regulation  of  trade  between 
the  colonies  and  the  mother  country,  or  with  foreign 
countries,  as  well  as  all  intercolonial  commerce,  had 
been  regarded  as  within  the  undoubted  competency,  if 
not  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction,  of  the  Imperial 
parliament. 

In  Canada — with  a  view  to  prevent  any  dispute 
such  as  that  which  had  led  to  the  separation  of  the 
thirteen  colonies  in  America  from  the  mother  country 
— it  was  provided,  by  the  Imperial  act  passed  in  1791, 
for  the  creation  and  future  government  of  the  provinces 
of  Lower  and  Upper  Canada,  that  while  it  was  necessary 
for  the  general  benefit  of  the  empire  that  the  Imperial 
parliament  should  continue  to  exercise  the  power  of 
regulating  commerce  in  British  North  America,  the 
net  proceeds  of  all  customs  duties  should  hereafter  be 
applied  for  Canadian  purposes  only,  in  such  manner  as 
shall  be  determined  by  the  parliaments  of  the  re¬ 
spective  provinces  of  Canada. d  This  practice  continued 
in  operation  until  after  the  union  of  the  provinces  in 
1841.  On  September  8,  1842,  the  governor-general,  in 
his  speech  from  the  throne,  at  the  opening  of  the  legis¬ 
lature,  announced  that  the  Imperial  parliament  had 
framed  a  tariff  for  the  British  possessions  in  North 
America  which,  it  was  anticipated,  would  promote 


c  See  British  N.  Am.  Act,  1867,  Zeal.  Private  Stat.  18S2,  No.  1. 
sec.  129;  and  see  post,  p.  241 ;  also  d  81  Geo.  III.  c.  81,  secs.  64,47. 
Union  Bank  of  Australia  Act,  N. 
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essentially  tlieir  financial  and  commercial  interests. 
But  this  was 'the  last  instance  of  Imperial  interference 
in  a  matter  so  vitally  affecting  the  welfare  and  internal 
development  of  the  Canadian  people. 

Consequent  upon  the  incorporation  into  the  com¬ 
mercial  system  of  the  mother  country  of  free-trade — a 
principle  which  the  colonies,  generally,  were  reluctant 
to  accept,  and  slow  to  approve — an  additional  boon 
was  conceded  to  the  self-governing  colonies,  in  the 
shape  of  enlarged  freedom  from  Imperial  control  in  the 
determination  of  all  fiscal  and  commercial  questions. 

Every  British  colony  possessing  legislative  institu¬ 
tions  had  from  the  first  been  more  or  less  free  to  tax 
itself,  and  to  impose,  with  the  consent  of  the  Crown, 
duties  of  customs  upon  importations  into  or  exporta¬ 
tions  from  its  own  territory.  But,  concurrently  with 
this  privilege,  the  Imperial  parliament,  as  we  have  seen, 
retained  the  right  to  regulate  colonial  trade,  and  to 
subject  the  same  to  certain  imposts,  at  its  discretion, 
with  a  view  to  the  general  regulation  and  control  of 
the  commercial  policy  of  the  empire.6 

In  1842,  however,  the  Imperial  government  under¬ 
took  to  obtain  from  the  Imperial  parliament  certain 
advantages  for  Canada,  in  the  introduction  into  the 
United  Kingdom  of  Canadian  wheat  and  flour  at  a  re¬ 
duced  rate  of  duty,  provided  that  the  Canadian  legis¬ 
lature  would  meet  the  views  of  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment  by  the  imposition  of  a  higher  duty  upon  American 
wheat  imported  into  Canada.  This  condition  was  faith¬ 
fully  observed  on  both  sides,  by  means  of  legislation  in 
Canada  and  in  the  United  Kingdom  in  the  following 
year!  The  Imperial  statute  of  1843  was  memorable, 


e  See  ante,  p.  210.  And  see  Earl  the  July  number. 

Grey’s  paper  on  the  Colonies,  in  the  f  See  Imp.  act  6  &  7  Vic.  c.  29  ; 
Nineteenth  Century  for  June,  1879;  Canada  Act  G  Vic.  c.  31.  This  act 
and  Lord  Norton’s  reply  thereto,  in  was  reserved,  and  assented  to,  after 
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Iii  giving  effect  to  the  principle  of  local  self-govern¬ 
ment,  in  colonies  possessing  representative  institutions, 
the  Imperial  government  has  been  careful  to  acknow¬ 
ledge  the  supremacy  of  the  local  legislatures  in  all 
matters  of  local  concern,  and  to  refrain  from  interfer¬ 
ence  in  matters  which  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  colonial  authorities,  so  far  as  such  jurisdiction  had 
been  conferred  by  Imperial  legislation. 

Thus,  by  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867,  the  parliament 
of  Canada  was  empowered  to  legislate  upon  all  matters  affecting 
‘navigation  and  shipping’  within  the  dominion.  This  has  been 
construed  to  justify  the  repeal,  by  that  parliament,  of  Imperial 
legislation  on  this  subject,  and  the  substitution  of  local  legislation 
for  the  same.11  By  consent  of  the  Crown,  a  similar  proceeding  has 
been  resorted  to,  in  Canada,  upon  other  matters  of  legislation, 
with  a  view  to  the  recognition  of  the  right  of  self-government  in 
local  affairs. v  And  in  1884  the  supreme  court  of  Canada  decided  in 
reference  to  a  question  of  jurisdiction  before  the  Nova  Scotia  vice¬ 
admiralty  court. w 

In  1879,  ministers  submitted  a  bill  to  the  Imperial  parliament 
to  deal  with  certain  colonial  banks  which  were  in  operation  under 
royal  charters.  These  charters  had  been  granted  before  it  had 
become  customary  to  establish  joint  stock  banks  under  a  general 
law  ;  and  the  banks  were  subject  to  the  supervision  and  control  of 
the  treasury,  and  of  other  Imperial  departments,  in  respect  to 
divers  matters.  By  this  bill  it  was  proposed  to  do  away  with  this 
Imperial  responsibility,  and  to  subject  all  banks  holding  royal 
charters  to  the  laws  of  the  particular  colonies  wherein  they  were 
situated.  This  would  have  the  further  effect  of  preventing  any 
unfair  advantages  on  such  corporations  in  comparison  with  other 
banks  established  under  colonial  laws.  The  bill  Avas  dropped  in 
1879,  but  re-introduced  in  1880,  and  referred  to  a  select  committee, 
Avhich  reported  evidence  taken  thereon  ;  but  owing  to  the  then 
pending  dissolution  of  parliament  it  was  not  pressed  in  that  ses¬ 
sion.  Nevertheless,  the  general  principle  of  the  measure  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  house  ;  and  the  opinion  of  the  treasury  was  ex¬ 
pressed  that,  in  a  self-governing  colony,  the  action  of  the  local 


1878  (in  loco).  And  Com.  Pap. 
1878,  v.  56,  pp.  856-809,  921.  And 
see  post,  p.  734. 

u  See  Quebec  Law  Rep.  v.  9,  p. 


151,  and  see  post,  p.  225. 
v  See  post,  p.  291. 
w  Att.-Gen.  v.  Flint,  and  see  3, 
Russell  &  Geldert,  p.  455. 
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legislature  would  override  a  royal  charter,  within  the  limits  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  that  legislature.* 

But  on  June  26,  1883,  Sir  George  Grey  (the  leader  of  the  oppo¬ 
sition  in  the  New  Zealand  house  of  representatives)  endeavoured  to 
induce  the  house  to  assert  a  wider  discretion  and  authority.  He 
moved  for  leave  to  bring  in  a  bill  to  repeal  so  much  of  the  Imperial 
act  conferring  a  constitution  upon  New  Zealand,  as  declared  that 
that  constitution  should  consist  of  a  legislature  composed  of  a 
governor  and  two  chambers.  By  this  act  the  local  parliament 
was  empowered  to  alter  the  mode  of  appointing  the  upper  house, 
but  prohibited  from  abolishing  it  altogether.  The  proposed  bill 
ignored  this  prohibition.  The  speaker  called  the  attention  of  the 
house  to  the  irregularity  of  this  proceeding,  as  being  in  direct 
defiance  of  Imperial  legislation.  The  prime  minister  also  protested 
against  it ;  pointing  out  that  the  object  aimed  at  could  only  be 
attained  by  passing  an  address  to  the  Crown  for  the  amendment  of 
the  constitution  by  an  Imperial  statute.?  But  Sir  George  Grey 
persisted  in  his  motion,  which  was  carried,  against  ministers,  by  a 
majority  of  four.2  But  on  July  18  the  motion  for  the  second 
reading  of  the  bill  was  negatived  by  a  large  majority.a 

In  the  same  session  the  New  Zealand  parliament  passed  a  per¬ 
missive  bill,  brought  in  by  Sir  G.  Grey,  to  sanction  an  arrangement 
between  New  Zealand  and  any  island  or  group  of  islands  which 
might  desire  to  confederate  with  or  be  annexed  to  this  colony. 
It  merely  gave  the  executive  power  to  arrange  terms,  and  to  suggest 
the  same  to  the  Imperial  government,  for  subsequent  action  at  its 
own  discretion.11 

In  1883,  by  the  Imperial  act  46  &  47  Vic.  c.  30,  companies 
registered  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  are  authorised  to  keep 
local  registers  of  their  members  who  are  resident  in  any  British 
colony. 

Tlie  recognition  of  this  principle  of  local  self- 
government,  however,  has  been  gradual ;  and  the 


x  Hans.  D.  v.  250,  p.  567  ;  Com. 
Pap.  1880,  v.  8,  p.  175  ;  ib.  1881,  v. 
75,  p.  437.  Meanwhile,  companies 
incorporated  under  Imperial  acts  are 
subject  to  the  law  of  particular 
colonies  wherein  they  carry  on  busi¬ 
ness,  see  post,  pp.  542  557  ;  Can.  L. 
Jour.  v.  17,  p.  152. 
y  See  ante,  p.  165. 

1  N.  Zeal.  Pari.  Deb.  v.  44,  p. 
156. 


a  Ib.  p.  659.  See  also  proceed¬ 
ings  taken  by  Victorian  government 
to  prevent  the  landing  in  the  colony 
of  Irish  informers  in  excess  of  the 
law  of  the  land,  and  contrary  to  the 
authority  of  the  British  government. 
The  Colonies,  Oct.  5,  1883,  p.  17 ; 
ib.  Oct.  12,  p.  28 ;  ib.  Oct.  19,  p.  17. 

b  N.  Z.  Stat.  1883,  No.  50.  See 
post,  p.  248, 
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not  only  because  it  granted  to  Canada  a  long-desired 
boon,  in  permitting  her  produce  to  enter  the  markets 
of  the  mother  country  upon  exceptionally  advantageous 
terms,  but  for  the  more  important  reason  that  it  elicited 
from  leading  statesmen  in  the  Imperial  parliament  an 
admission  of  the  principle  that  Canada  ought  to  possess 
the  exclusive  right  (and  prospectively  all  other  British 
colonies  in  the  enjoyment  of  4  responsible  government  ’) 
to  frame  her  own  tariffs,  and  to  regulate  her  own  trade 
and  commerce  at  her  discretion.8 

In  1846  another  Imperial  statute  was  passed,  which 
empowered  the  British  colonies  in  America,  and  the 
colony  of  Mauritius,  to  reduce  or  repeal,  by  their  own 
legislation,  duties  imposed  by  Imperial  acts  upon 
foreign  goods  imported  into  the  said  colonies  from 
foreign  countries.11 

Canada  was  not  slow  to  avail  herself  of  this  liberty,  inasmuch 
as  the  introduction  of  free-trade  into  Great  Britain  deprived  her  of 
the  privileges  conferred  upon  her  in  1843,  and  necessitated  defen¬ 
sive  measures  for  the  protection  of  Canadian  commerce! 

In  1852,  it  was  advised  by  the  law  officers  of  the 
Crown  that  the  Australian  constitutions  act  of  13  & 
14  Vic.  c.  59,  which  was  passed  in  1850,  empowered 
the  legislatures  of  Australian  colonies  to  impose 
customs  duties  without  it  being  necessary  that  bills  for 
this  purpose  should  be  reserved  by  the  governor,  pro¬ 
vided  only  that  they  did  not  impose  differential  duties! 

In  1866,  by  the  Imperial  act  29  &  30  Vic.  c.  74, 
the  Australian  colonies  were  empowered  to  revise  and 
amend  their  own  customs  tariffs,  without  the  necessity 


the  passing  of  the  Imperial  act. 
See  Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1843, 
p.  1G. 

8  See  Hans.  D.  v.  G9,  pp.  713- 
747. 

h  Imp.  act  9  &  10  Vic.  c.  94. 

‘  See  Adderley’s  Col.  Policy, 


p.  28. 

j  Pakington’s  desp.  of  May  11, 
1852,  to  governor  of  S.  Australia, 
and  Cardwell’s  desp.  of  Jan.  24, 
18G5,  to  governor  of  Victoria,  Viet. 
Leg.  Assem.  Pap.  1864-65,  C.  No.  50. 
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for  submitting  their  statutes  to  the  approval  of  the 
Queen,  by  the  governor’s  reservation  thereof,  subject 
however  to  restraint  in  the  imposition  of  differential 
duties.1" 

And  in  the  revised  edition  of  the  ‘  Rules  and  Re  mi- 

O 

lations  for  her  Majesty’s  Colonial  Service,’  issued  in 
1856,  this  principle  was  distinctly  enunciated  in  the 
following  terms :  ‘  The  customs  establishments  in  all 
the  colonies  are  under  the  control  and  management  of 

O 

the  several  colonial  governments,  and  the  colonial 
legislatures  are  empowered  to  establish  their  own 
customs  regulations  and  rates  of  duty.’ 1 

An  additional  benefit  was  granted  to  the  colonies 
through  the  repeal,  in  1849,  by  the  act  12  &  13 
Yic.  c.  29,  of  the  old  navigation  laws,  which  had  con¬ 
tinued  in  operation  for  about  two  hundred  years.  By 
these  laws,  and  the  system  of  legislation  to  which  they 
belonged,  the  monopoly  of  a  large  part  of  the  import 
trade  of  the  United  Kingdom  had  been  secured  for' 
British-built  ships ;  and  nearly  all  the  trade,  both  im¬ 
port  and  export,  between  the  mother  country  and  the 
colonies,  and  the  entire  intercolonial  trade,  was  limited 
to  ships  of  British  tonnage.™  Certain  privileges  were 
granted  to  colonial  ships,  so  that  they  might  share  in 
the  protection  thus  retained  against  foreign  shipping. 
Nevertheless,  to  Canada  this  protection  was  of  small 
account  compared  to  the  injury  she  sustained  by  being 
deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  securing  for  her  vast 
system  of  inland  navigation  the  great  and  growing 
carrying-trade  of  North-western  America.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  in  1848,  numerous  petitions  were  sent  from 
Canada  for  the  repeal  of  the  navigation  laws,  so  far  as 

k  See  post,  p.  227.  Imperial  navigation  laws,  see  Ste- 

1  Sec.  399.  And  see  Brit.  N.  phen’s  Commentaries  on  the  Laws 
Am.  Act,  1867,  see.  122.  of  England,  llth  ed.  1890,  v.  3,  p. 

m  For  a  brief  account  of  the  his-  153. 
tory  and  present  operation  of  the 
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they  applied  to  Canada,  and  that  the  river  St.  Law¬ 
rence  might  be  opened  to  the  use  of  vessels  of  all 
nations."  These  petitions  were  responded  to  by  the 
entire  repeal,  in  1849,  of  the  restrictions  imposed  upon 
foreign  shipping  in  British  and  colonial  trade,  save 
only  as  respected  the  coasting  trade  of  Great  Britain 
and  her  dependencies,  which  was  afterwards  dealt  with 
by  separate  legislation. 

The  powers  of  the  Canadian  legislature  and  of  other 
self-governing  colonies  received  a  further  extension 
by  the  Imperial  Customs  Act  of  1857,  and  by  the  act 
of  1869,  amending  the  law  concerning  the  coasting 
trade  and  colonial  merchant  shipping.  These  statutes 
conferred  upon  the  colonies  the  right  of  making  entire 
provision  for  the  management  and  regulation  of  their 
customs,  trade,  and  navigation ;  subject  only  to  certain 
limitations,  to  be  hereafter  mentioned,  in  regard  to 
differential  duties  and  to  the  observance  of  treaty 
obligations.0  In  1870  the  dominion  parliament  availed 
itself  of  this  permission,  by  passing  an  act  to  regulate 
the  coasting  trade  of  Canada.p  And  provision  has 
since  been  made  whereby  the  Imperial  government  co¬ 
operates  with  the  colonies  in  giving  effect  to  the 
expressed  wishes  of  the  colony  in  the  regulation  of 
its  coasting  trade,  and  the  trade  between  two  or  more 
British  possessions. 

In  1880,  when  the  Imperial  merchant  shipping  (carriage  of 
grain)  act  was  passed,  Canada  was  expressly  exempted  from  its 
operation,  chiefly  because  Canadian  legislation  on  this  subject  was 
deemed  to  be  satisfactory  and  sufficient ;  but  also  because  it  was 


n  Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1849, 
App.  C. 

0  Imp.  act,  20  &  21  Vic.  c.  62, 
sec.  15 ;  and  32  &  33  Vic.  c.  11 ;  and 
39  &  40  Vic.  c.  36,  secs.  149-151. 

p  Canada  Act,  33  Vic.  c.  14, 
amended  by  38  Vic.  c.  27  ;  see  also 


Canada  Act,  43  Vic.  c.  29,  respecting 
navigation  of  Canadian  waters,  and 
act  44  Vic.  c.  20,  to  insure  uniformity 
of  Canadian  and  Imperialregidations 
for  prevention  of  collisions  on  Cana¬ 
dian  waters. 
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considered  that  such  a  law  passed  in  England  would  not  apply  to 
Canada.'* 

By  the  91st  section  of  the  B.N.A.  Act,  sub-section  10,  navigation 
and  shipping  are  assigned  to  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of 
the  dominion  parliament.  This,  however,  merely  operates  in  re¬ 
straint  of  provincial  legislation. 

From  these  precedents  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
authority  of  the  Imperial  parliament  is  no  longer  used 
for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  a  uniform  commercial 
policy  throughout  the  empire.  Self-governing  colonies 
are  now  free  to  regulate  their  own  commercial  policy 
as  they  think  fit ;  but  with  the  proviso — which  is 
either  expressed  or  understood,  as  the  case  may  be — 
that  they  may  not  use  their  liberty  to  the  direct  injury 
of  British  commerce,  or  so  as  to  infringe  upon  obliga¬ 
tions  incurred  by  the  mother  country  in  her  treaties 
with  other  nations.  To  this  extent,  restraints  upon 
colonial  commercial  legislation  continue  to  be  main- 

O 

tained,  save  only  as  respects  the  dominion  of  Canada. 

By  special  instructions  to  colonial  governors  (but 
which  are  no  longer  issued  in  relation  to  Canada),  the 
legislatures  are  forbidden  to  impose  discriminating  or 
differential  duties — so  as  to  bestow  exceptional  advan¬ 
tages  upon  foreign  over  British  trade — or  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  countries  with  which  Great  Britain  has  entered 
into  commercial  treaties.  They  are  also  forbidden  to 
alter  duties  imposed  by  the  Imperial  parliament  on 
British  goods,  or  to  interfere  in  any  way  with  the  treaty 
obligations  of  the  empire.1 


q  See  Rep.  on  Merchant  Ship¬ 
ping,  Com.  Pap.  1880,  v.  11,  p.  478. 
See  case  of  The  Eliza  Keith  v.  The 
Langshaw,  8  Quebec  L.  R.  143 ; 
Vice- Ad.  Court,  case  of  The  Fare¬ 
well,  ib.  v.  7,  p.  380. 

r  See  despatches  from  the  colo¬ 
nial  secretary  respecting  differential 
duties,  in  1843  and  1840-  Com. 


Pap.  1846,  y.  27,  pp.  27-55.  For 
similar  circular  despatches  in  1855, 
see  Com.  Pap.  1856,  v.  44,  pp.  169- 
171,  233.  The  Australian  Constitu¬ 
tions  Act,  1850  (13  &  14  Vic.  c.  59, 
sec.  27)  forbids  the  imposition  of 
such  duties  by  Australian  legisla¬ 
tures  ;  and  these  colonies,  as  also 
New  Zealand,  are  prohibited  from 

a  2 
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Colonial  legislatures  were  formerly  prohibited  from 
granting  bounties  or  exemptions  from  duty,  for  the 
purpose  of  affording  special  encouragement  to  particu¬ 
lar  branches  of  commerce  or  industry,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  the  peculiar  province  of  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment  to  regulate  the  commercial  policy,  not  only  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  but  of  the  British  empire.3  But  this 
prohibition  is  no  longer  enforced! 

The  Imperial  government,  however,  has  not  relin¬ 
quished  the  right  to  make  general  regulations  con¬ 


cerning  trade  and  navigation  with  the  British  colonies, 
and  to  enforce  the  same  by  the  authority  of  orders  in 
council,  in  cases  wherein  exclusive  powers  to  legislate 
upon  such  matters  have  not  been  directly  conceded  to 
colonial  legislatures."  And  where  local  governments 
are  empowered  to  act  independently,  within  their  own 
jurisdiction,  a  wider  scope  and  authority  is  sometimes 
given  to  their  proceedings  or  regulations,  by  means  of 
Imperial  orders  in  council/  Moreover,  it  is  always  in 
the  discretion  of  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies 


any  fiscal  or  financial  legislation  in 
opposition  to  any  existing  treaty  be¬ 
tween  Great  Britain  and  any  foreign 
power.  See  also  Lord  Kimberley’s 
despatches  of  July  13,  1871,  and 
April  19,  1872.  (Post,  p.  258,  and 
South  Australia  Pari.  Proc.  1872,  v. 
3,  No.  104.)  And  see  Mr.  Harris’s 
paper  on  Commercial  Advantages 
of  Federation,  in  Proc.  of  Royal  Col. 
Institute,  on  March  14,  1882,  with 
Mr.  Labilliere’s  speech  thereon. 

s  Grey,  Col.  Policy,  v.  1,  pp.  279- 
286.  Adderley,  Col.  Pol.  p.  58. 
Com.  Pap.  1864,  v.  40,  p.  697. 

1  See  Lord  Norton’s  Paper  in 
Nineteenth  Cent,  for  July,  1879,  p. 
172;  Col.  Reg.  1892,  No.376. 

u  lb.  No.  377.  See  also  the  Im¬ 
perial  Navigation  Act,  16  &  17  Vic. 
c.  107,  secs.  181,  185,  and  187,  regu¬ 
lating  certain  process  in  regard  to 
shipping  in  colonial  ports,  where 


the  same  has  not  been  provided  for 
by  any  colonial  enactment.  And 
the  colonial  secretary’s  circular  de¬ 
spatch  of  Jan.  21. 1878,  transmitting 
copies  of  Imperial  orders  in  council, 
to  give  effect  to  the  Act  15  Vic.  c. 
26,  for  the  apprehension  of  deserters 
from  foreign  merchant  vessels  in 
any  part  of  the  empire,  whenever 
foreign  powers  shall  afford  similar 
facilities  for  the  recovery  of  British 
seamen  deserting  within  their  terri¬ 
tories.  ‘  These  orders  affect  the 
whole  of  her  Majesty’s  dominions.’ 
New  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1878,  App. 
A.  1,  p.  12  ;  A.  2,  pp.  1-3,  11.  For 
a  list  of  the  foreign  countries  with 
which  this  arrangement  has  been 
made,  see  Col.  Rules  and  Reg.  1892, 
sec.  416. 

v  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 
1878,  p.  1087.  See  also  post, 
p.  278. 
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to  make  known  tlie  views  of  her  Majesty’s  ministers 
upon  questions  of  trade  and  commerce  to  the  governors 
of  colonies,  for  the  information  and  guidance  of  the 
local  legislatures/ 

By  the  Imperial  statute  45  &  46  Vic.  c.  76,  colo¬ 
nial  courts  or  tribunals  are  empowered  to  make  inquiry 
into  charges  of  misconduct  or  incompetency  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  merchant  shipping,  and  as  to  shipping  casual¬ 
ties,  in  certain  cases,  occurring  outside  the  limits  of  the 
colony ;  and  colonial  legislatures  are  empowered  to 
authorise  such  inquiries/ 

But  on  account  of  the  growing  importance  of  Canada, 
as  wrell  before  as  since  confederation,  exceptional  privi¬ 
leges  have  been  conceded  to  her,  from  time  to  time,  in 
respect  to  fiscal  and  commercial  matters  wherein  the 
interests  of  Canada  were  concerned,  with  freedom  to 
adopt  whatever  policy  might  be  approved  by  the  local 
legislature,  irrespective  of  the  opinions  or  policy  of  the 
Imperial  parliament.2 

In  1859,  upon  the  enactment  of  a  new  Canadian 
tariff,  certain  manufacturers  of  Sheffield  moved  the 
colonial  secretary  (the  Duke  of  Newcastle)  to  protest 
against  it.  Whereupon  his  grace  wrote  a  despatch  to 
the  governor-general,  dated  Aug.  13,  1859,  upon  the 
subject.  In  reply,  Mr.  (now  Sir  Alexander)  Galt,  the 
Canadian  finance  minister,  wrote  a  memorandum,  which 
was  transmitted  to  the  colonial  office  by  the  governor- 
general,  wherein  he  asserted  it  to  be  his  duty  ‘  dis¬ 
tinctly  to  affirm  the  right  of  the  Canadian  legislature 
to  adjust  the  taxation  of  the  people  in  the  way  they 
deem  best,  even  if  it  should  unfortunately  happen  to 
meet  the  disapproval  of  the  Imperial  ministry.  Her 

*  Hans.  D.  v.  88,  pp.  678,  908.  y  See  further  as  to  Imperial 
Earl  Grey’s  despatches  to  the  go-  legislation  in  connection  with  colo- 
vernor  of  Canada  in  1846  and  1848  ;  nial  acts  affecting  merchant  ship- 
Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1847,  ping,  ante,  p.  184. 

App.  K. ;  ib.  1849,  App.  N.  z  See  post,  p.  255. 
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Majesty  cannot  be  advised  to  disallow  such  acts,  unless 
her  advisers  are  prepared  to  assume  the  administration 
of  the  affairs  of  the  colony,  irrespective  of  the  views 
of  its  inhabitants.’  This  position,  he  added,  ‘  must  be 
maintained  by  every  Canadian  administration.’ a 

The  Imperial  government  did  not  attempt  to  ques¬ 
tion  the  soundness  of  this  position  ;  and  they  have  ever 
since  evinced  a  disposition  to  acquiesce  in  the  exercise, 
by  the  Canadian  parliament,  of  the  utmost  freedom  in 
the  determination  of  their  commercial  policy,  without 
regard  to  its  application  to  or  agreement  with  the  ideas 
embodied  in  the  legislation  of  the  mother  country,  or 
advocated  by  the  ministers  of  the  Crown  in  Great 
Britain. 

In  the  British  North  America  Act  of  1867,  £  the 
exclusive  legislative  authority  of  the  parliament  of 
Canada  ’  was  recognised  as  extending  to  ‘  all  matters  ’ 
included  in  £  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,’ 
£  the  raising  of  'money  by  any  mode  or  system  of  taxa¬ 
tion,’  £  navigation  and  shipping,’  £  currency  and  coinage,’ 
£  banks  and  banking.’ b 

The  extent  to  which  the  powers  conferred  by  this  statute  were 
immediately  acted  upon  will  be  apparent  on  referring  to  the  first 
customs  act  passed  by  the  dominion  parliament,  31  Vic.  c.  7.c 
But  the  term  ‘  exclusive,’  above  cited,  is  not  to  be  understood  as 
limiting  the  inherent  legislative  powers  of  the  Imperial  parliament.4 

And  although  for  a  time  the  restriction  upon  the 
imposition  of  differential  duties  continued  to  be  en¬ 
forced,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  requiring  the  governor- 
general  to  reserve  any  bills  of  this  nature  for  the  special 
consideration  of  her  Majesty’s  government,  yet  upon 
the  issue  of  revised  instructions  to  the  Marquis  of 

a  Mr.  Galt’s  Memorandum,  Can-  c  And  see  the  Report  of  the  Im- 
ada  Hess.  Pap.  1860,  No.  38.  And  perial  Board  of  Trade  thereon, 
in  Com.  Pap.  1864,  v.  41,  p.  79.  Canada  Bess.  Pap.  1869,  No.  47,  p. 

b  See  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  1867,  13. 
sec.  91.  d  See  post,  p.  242. 
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Lome,  upon  his  assumption  of  the  government  of  Bestri<> 
Canada,  in  October,  1878,  these  directions  were  differen- 
omitted,  and  the  Imperial  government  were  content  to 
rely  upon  the  prerogative  right  of  disallowance,  as  a 
sufficient  security  against  the  enactment  of  any  mea¬ 
sures,  by  the  parliament  of  Canada,  that  should  be  of 
such  a  character  as  to  call  for  the  interposition  of  the 
royal  veto.6 

In  the  colony  of  New  Zealand,  likewise,  the  prohibition  against 
the  imposition  of  differential  duties  has  been  so  far  relaxed  as  to 
permit  of  bills  for  this  purpose  being  passed  by  the  colonial  legisla¬ 
ture,  provided  only  that  they  (together  with  any  bills  that  might 
prejudice  the  trade  and  shipping  of  the  United  Kingdom  and  its 
dependencies)  are  reserved  by  the  governor  for  the  consideration 
and  approval  of  the  Crown. f 

Respect  for  the  rights  of  local  self-government,  pre¬ 
viously  conceded  to  the  Canadian  provinces — and 
which  were  ratified  and  enlarged  by  the  operation  of 
the  act  establishing  the  dominion  of  Canada — has  pre¬ 
vented  the  Imperial  government  from  interposing  any 
other  hindrance  to  the  adoption,  by  the  Canadian  par¬ 
liament,  of  whatever  description  of  commercial  legisla¬ 
tion  mffiht  be  generally  acceptable  to  the  inhabitants 
of  the  dominion. 

In  the  session  of  the  Canadian  parliament  held  in  caiiadian 
1879,  a  tariff  was  enacted  which  was  professedly  based  p*^1 
upon  the  principle  of  protection  to  native  industries,  tariff. 
Although  this  policy  was  directly  opposed  to  the  sys¬ 
tem  of  free-trade,  approved  and  enforced  by  the  mother 
country,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  on 
beino-  invited  by  a  prominent  member  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  on  March  20,  1879,  to  discountenance  and 
disallow  the  ‘  Canadian  national  policy,  declined  to 


e  See  ante,  p.  118.  of  New  Zealand,  dated  Dec.  8, 1871. 

f  Memorandum  by  Mr.  (now  South  Australia  Pari.  Proc.  1872,  v. 
Sir  Julius)  Vogel,  colonial  treasurer  3,  No.  104,  p.  10. 
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interfere,  alleging  that  this  measure  was  not  in  excess 
of  the  rights  of  legislation  guaranteed  by  the  British 
North  America  Act,  under  which  (subject  only  to  treaty 
obligations)  the  fiscal  policy  of  Canada  rested  with  the 
dominion  parliament,  and  that,  however  much  her 
Majesty  s  government  might  regret  the  adoption  of  a 
protective  system,  they  did  not  feel  justified  in  oppos¬ 
ing  the  wishes  of  the  Canadian  people  in  this  matter.® 

For  a  copy  of  the  despatch  from  the  governor-general  of  Canada, 
respecting  the  new  customs  tariff,  see  Common  Papers,  1879,  v.  51, 
p.  1.  Further  particulars  as  to  the  growth  of  colonial  independence, 
in  questions  of  commercial  policy,  will  be  found  in  the  next  section, 
which  deals  with  the  treaty-making  power,  and  the  rights  conceded 
to  the  colonies  in  connection  with  the  negotiation  and  enforcement 
of  treaties. 

Furthermore,  in  view  of  the  peculiar  position  in 
which  Canada  stands  in  relation  to  the  United  States 
of  America,  and  to  the  circumstances  of  political  exi¬ 
gency,  and  other  considerations  of  importance,  which 
tend  to  favour  the  removal  of  all  restrictions  to  the 
establishment  of  reciprocal  trade  and  commercial  inter¬ 
course  between  the  two  countries,  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment  have  approved,  from  time  to  time,  of  proposals  to 
effect  the  same  by  means  of  reciprocal  and  concurrent 
legislation  by  Canada  and  the  United  States ;  a  method 
of  procedure  which  has  been  regarded,  by  American 
statesmen,  as  preferable  to  that  of  stipulations  by  treaty. 
All  such  legislation,  however,  must  needs  be  reviewed 
by  the  Imperial  government,  in  order  to  secure  that  it 
should  involve  no  substantial  infringement  of  treaty 
obligations. 

The  correspondence  between  the  Imperial  and  Canadian  govern¬ 
ments^  on  this  subject  is  contained  in  Canada  Sess.  Papers,  1869, 
iN  o.  47.  Examples  of  such  reciprocal  legislation  will  be  found  in 
the  Canada  order  in  council,  issued  in  1870,  to  impose  tonnage  dues 


g  Hans.  D.  v.  244,  p.  1311. 
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on  United  States  vessels  frequenting  Canadian  ports,  to  the  same 
extent  as  the  duties  to  be  exacted  from  Canadian  vessels  frequenting 
United  States  ports.11  An  act  was  passed  by  the  United  States 
congress,  in  1877-7-8,  c.  324,  authorising  Canadian  vessels  to  aid 
Canadian  or  other  vessels  wrecked  or  disabled  in  American  waters 
conterminous  to  Canada,  which  act  was  not  to  take  effect  until  the 
issue  of  a  proclamation  by  the  president  of  the  United  States,  de¬ 
claring  that  a  similar  privilege  has  been  extended  to  American 
vessels  by  the  government  of  Canada.  From  time  to  time  bills 
were  introduced  by  private  members  in  the  dominion  house  of 
commons  to  reciprocate  in  this  matter,  but  a  feeling  seemed  to  pre¬ 
vail  in  parliament  that  before  passing  any  such  legislation  there 
ought  to  be  some  guarantee  that  the  United  States  government 
would  put  the  act  of  congress  of  1877-78  in  force,  should  Canada 
so  legislate.  Finally,  in  the  winter  of  1892,  as  the  result  of  a  minis¬ 
terial  delegation  to  Washington  on  international  questions,  an 
understanding  on  this  point  was  arrived  at,  and  a  bill  was  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  session  of  that  year  in  the  Canadian  parliament,  en¬ 
titled,  ‘  An  act  respecting  aid  by  United  States  wreckers  in  Canadian 
waters,’  which  passed  both  houses,  and  received  the  governor- 
general’s  assent  before  the  close  of  the  session.  The  act  provides 
that  it  shall  be  put  in  force  by  the  governor-general  so  soon  as  a 
like  privilege  has  been  extended  to  Canadian-  vessels  in  United 
States  waters  ;  and  by  the  same  instrument  it  may  be  revoked. 

A  further  example  of  concurrent  legislation  between 
Canada  and  the  United  States  is  afforded  in  the  powers 
granted  by  both  countries  for  the  construction  of 
bridges  across  the  Niagara  river,  which  is  the  natural 
boundary  between  the  same.  This  was  first  done  in 
1846,  when  the  Niagara  Falls  International  Bridge 
Company  was  incorporated,  under  acts  passed  by  the 
parliament  of  Canada,  and  by  the  New  Tork  state 
legislature,  respectively.  The  company  so  formed  by 
reciprocal  legislation  was  empowered  to  construct  this 
work,  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  law 
in  each  country,  to  define  and  enforce  the  obligations 
they  had  incurred  by  the  local  legislation  under  which 
their  chartered  rights  had  been  obtained.  The  prece- 
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dent  thus  established  has  since  been  followed,  in  several 
instances  of  similar  undertakings  of  mutual  benefit 
and  concern  to  both  countries.1. 

And  here  it  may  be  convenient  to  make  mention  of 
an  office,  of  comparatively  recent  origin,  which  is  gra¬ 
dually  acquiring  considerable  weight  and  influence  in 
the  oversight  of  the  commercial  and  monetary  interests 
of  leading  British  colonies,  and  in  matters  affectum  emi- 
gration  and  trade  between  the  colonies  and  the  mother 
country  and  foreign,  nations.  I  refer  to  the  agents- 
general,  who  are  deputed  by  different  colonies  in  Aus¬ 
tralasia  and  South  Africa,  and  by  the  Canadian 
dominion,  to  reside  in  London,  expressly  to  watch  over 
the  interests  of  their  respective  colonies,  to  superintend 
local  emigration  agencies,  and  generally  to  transact 
business  on  behalf  of  their  respective  colonies  with  the 
Imperial  government. 

Separate  agents,  appointed  by  the  several  colonial 
governments  which  are  under  responsible  government, 
now  act  independently  of  the  Imperial  authorities. 
Their  office  is  a  natural  development  of  arrangements 
which  formerly  existed,  whereby  Crown  agents,  re¬ 
ceiving  instructions  from  their  respective  colonies  in 
furtherance  of  financial  and  general  business,  requiring 
to  be  transacted  in  London,  were  subject  to  the 
general  direction  and  control  of  the  secretary  of  state 
for  the  colonies,  at  least  in  all  matters  of  importance, 
or  which  involved  any  question  of  principle.  But  the 
Imperial  government,  having  ceased  to  interfere  in  the 
local  concerns  of  self-governing  colonies,  is  no  longer 


1  See  Canada  Statutes,  10  Vic.  c. 
112 ;  20  Vic.  c.  227  ;  32  &  33  Vic.  c. 
65;  33  Vic.  c.  51.  Under  tlie 
British  N.  Am.  Act,  1867,  secs.  91, 
92,  all  such  legislation  is  now  as¬ 
signed  to  the  parliament  of  the  do¬ 
minion,  see  ante ,  p.  182 ;  Dom.  Stat. 


42  Vic.  cc.  62,  63,  64 ;  and  see  Grant, 
U.  C.  Chanc.  Rep.  v.  20,  pp.  34,  490 ; 
ib.  v.  28,  pp.  65,  114;  Out.  App. 
Rep.  v.  6,  p.  537  ;  ib.  v.  7,  p.  226 ; 
Opinions  of  Atts.-Gen.  State  of  N. 
York,  p.  227. 
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willing  to  permit  any  direct  connexion  between  tlie 
Crown  agents  and  the  colonies  under  responsible 
government,  as  the  continuance  of  such  relationship 
would  place  those  officers  in  an  anomalous  position,  and 
might  give  rise  to  misconceptions  in  regard  to  their 
powers  and  responsibilities.  Directions  were  accordingly 
issued,  in  1881,  to  terminate,  as  speedily  as  existing 
contracts  and  undertakings  would  permit,  all  connexion 
between  the  Crown  agents  and  any  colony  having  self- 
governing  institutions.  This  proposal  has  been  favour¬ 
ably  entertained  by  the  colonies  concerned,  and  has  led 
to  the  transference  of  the  duties  formerly  exercised  by 
the  Crown  agents  to  agents-general,  representing  in 
London  the  interests  of  their  respective  colonies.3 

The  office  of  agent-general  is  now  conferred,  as  a 
rule,  upon  men  of  experience,  who  have  filled  the 
highest  positions  in  the  colony,  and  who  are  regarded 
by  all  parties  as  possessing  special  authority  and  quali¬ 
fications. 

When  the  office  was  first  created  it  was  not  unusual  for  agents- 
general  to  be  chosen  from,  or  else  to  be  able  to  obtain  seats  in,  the 
Imperial  house  of  commons.  But  this  appeared  to  be  objection¬ 
able,  for  both  the  Grey  and  Hall  administrations  in  New  Zealand 
protested  against  the  agent-general  (Sir  J.  Yogel)  entering  the 
British  parliament,  it  being  considered  that  such  an  officer  should 
take  no  part  in  British  politics,  and  he  was  officially  notified  that  he 
must  relinquish  any  such  intention  or  resign  his  office  as  agent- 
general^ 

With  a  view  to  the  increased  responsibility  and  con¬ 
sideration  which  is  now  attributed  to  agents-general,  it 
has  been  proposed  to  confer  upon  them  a  more  distinc¬ 
tive  and  appropriate  designation.  In  fact,  the  dominion 
government,  in  appointing,  in  November,  1879,  Sir 
Alexander  Galt  to  represent  the  general  interests  of 

j  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1881,  No.  46. 

App.  A.  2,  a.  p.  2 ;  Cape  of  Good  k  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  33, 
Hope  Assem.  Votes,  1881,  p.  498  ;  p.  588  ;  v.  35,  p.  148 ;  v.  37,  p.  782, 
Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Pap.  1883, 
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Canada  in  England,  had  already  given  him  a  more 
defined  position  and  larger  powers  by  nominating  him, 
with  the  consent  of  the  Imperial  government,  as  high 
commissioner  and  resident  representative  agent  of  the 
dominion  of  Canada  in  the  United  Kingdom.  The 
duties  assigned  to  this  office  include  three  branches : 
finance,  immigration,  and  diplomacy.  The  commis¬ 
sioner  is  specially  empowered,  as  a  representative  of 
the  Canadian  government,  to  discuss  particular  local 
questions  with  the  Imperial  authorities  ;  as,  for  example, 
the  defences  of  the  country,  territorial  questions  and 
commercial  questions.1 

The  expediency  of  this  change  of  title,  and  its  antici¬ 
pated  advantages,  are  well  described  in  the  following 
extract  from  a  letter,  written  by  Sir  Julius  Vogel,  then 
agent-general  for  the  colony,  to  the  secretary  of  New 
Zealand,  dated  Eeb.  12,  1879  : — m 

In  making  the  recommendation  to  appoint  Mr.  Ivennaway 
assistant  agent-general,  I  am  assuming,  of  course,  that  the  title  of 
agent-general  is  to  be  continued.  There  is,  however,  I  think,  much 
to  be  said  in  favour  of  altering  this  title,  and  the  status  of  the  agent- 
general.  The  designation  is,  I  believe,  borrowed  from  that  which 
was  formerly  borne  by  the  representative  of  the  New  England 
States  before  the  declaration  of  American  independence.  But  it 
does  not  do  justice  to  the  many  responsibilities  and  the  true  position 
of  the  officer  in  question.  It  is  open  also  to  much  misconstruction, 
of  which,  indeed,  there  is  a  ludicrous  instance  on  record.  The 
agent-general  of  Victoria  some  years  ago  ordered  the  words  1  agent- 
general  ’  to  be  inscribed  on  some  blinds,  in  gold  letters.  Much  to 
his  consternation,  he  found  that  the  artist  considered  ‘  general 
agent  the  more  correct  phrase.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  functions 
of  agents-general  are  eminently  representative,  and  that  they  should 
be  called  resident  ministers  in  England  for  their  respective  colonies. 
At  the  same  time,  I  think  they  should  have  a  defined  position 
amongst  the  Queen’s  servants,  which  at  present  they  have  not. 


Canada  Stats.  1880,  ch.  11.  gave  full  explanations  in  regard  to 

At  a  banquet  given  to  Sir  A.  Galt,  his  intended  position  and  duties, 

at  Montreal,  on  March  24,  1880,  on  «'  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  Sess.  II. 

eve  of  Ins  departure  for  England,  he  1879,  D,  3. 
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They  are,  in  fact,  without  any  rank  at  all.  I  think,  too,  that  many 
things  which  now  pass  through  the  governors  of  colonies,  with  some 
risk  of  disturbing  the  harmonious  relations  between  the  colonies  and 
the  mother  country,  might  be  dealt  with  by  the  resident  minister, 
under  direct  instructions  from  the  governor  in  council ;  and  so  the 
suspicion  of  personal  government  be  avoided.  You  will,  I  hope, 
acquit  me  of  any  personal  object  in  making  this  recommendation. 
As  an  ex-premier  of  New  Zealand,  the  change  would  not  improve 
my  position  ;  for  the  colony  has  no  greater  honour  to  bestow  than 
that  which  is  enjoyed  by  one  who  is  fortunate  enough  to  have  held 
that  high  position.  The  rank  of  resident  minister  should,  I  think, 
be  the  same  as  that  of  an  ordinary  minister.  I  do  not  think  he 
should  necessarily  retire  with  a  government  any  more  than  ambas¬ 
sadors  are  in  the  habit  of  so  doing.  An  agent-general’s  position 
should,  in  my  opinion,  be  analogous  to  that  of  an  ambassador, 
making  allowance  for  the  fact  that  he  is  representing  a  portion  of 
the  same  empire.  I  find,  from  a  conversation  I  have  had  with  Sir 
Archibald  Michie  (the  agent-general  for  Victoria),  that  he  thinks  as 
strongly  as  I  do,  that  the  designation  of  agent-general  is  a  mistake. 
He  finds,  as  I  have  found,  that  there  are  people  who  consider  it  to 
mean  a  general  agency  of  the  most  enlarged  description  of  a  com  - 
mercial  character. 

I  have,  &c., 

Julius  Vogel,  Agent-general. 

The  Hon.  the  Colonial  Secretary,  Wellington,  New  Zealand. 

In  1881,  Sir  J.  Vogel  retired  from  office  as  agent-general, 
because  of  his  unwillingness  to  relinquish  the  directorship  of  an 
agricultural  company,  which  the  government  deemed  to  be  incom¬ 
patible  with  the  office  of  agent-general.  He  also  objected  to  carry 
out,  in  his  department,  a  reduction  of  ten  per  cent,  on  all  official 
salaries,  which  had  been  authorised  by  the  local  legislature.  Upon 
his  retirement,  he  addressed  a  letter  to  the  local  government,  in 
condemnation  of  their  policy  in  this  matter,  which  gave  great  um¬ 
brage,  and  was  returned  to  the  writer.  His  successor  (Sir  F.  D. 
Bell)  acceded  to  the  terms  imposed  by  the  government  in  tendering 
to  him  the  appointment,  but  found  it  impracticable  to  administer 
his  department  upon  the  reduced  grant.  Accordingly  it  was  par¬ 
tially  restored,  4,00(F.  originally,  to  3,500 1. 

With  these  substantial  reasons  to  justify  the  change, 
it  is  probable  that,  after  the  example  of  Canada,  and 
with  the  consent  of  the  Imperial  government,  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  agents -general  of  the  principal  British 
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colonies  will  hereafter  become  one  of  increasing  import¬ 
ance.11 

It  has  been  suggested,  by  a  statesman  of  large 
colonial  experience  (Sir  Bartle  Frere),  that  they  should 
be  formed  into  a  kind  of  colonial  council,  on  the  analogy 
of  the  council  of  the  secretary  of  state  for  India,  and 
that  they  should  be  consulted  on  all  important  colonial 
questions.0  The  Marquis  of  Lome  (ex-governor-general 
of  Canada),  in  his  admirable  paper  read  before  the 
Eoyal  Colonial  Institute,  on  December  11,  1883,  says : 

4  The  confederation  of  the  empire,  which  has  been  spoken 
of  as  possible  in  the  future,  must  be  expressed  by  no 
central  and  unwieldy  parliament,  representing  lands 
separated  from  each  other  by  the  width  of  the  world, 
but  by  a  council  of  envoys,  who,  by  working  together 
for  each  part,  may  consummate  treaties  and  enforce 
agreements.’ 

The  general  control  of  the  coasting  trade  of  British 
possessions  abroad,  so  far  as  relates  to  foreign  vessels 
taking  part  therein,  is  retained  by  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment, p  notwithstanding  the  powers  granted  to  colonial 
legislatures,  on  this  subject,  by  the  colonial  merchant 
shipping  act  of  1869.  Vessels  of  foreign  states  are  usually 
allowed  a  free  commercial  intercourse  with  Great 
Britain  and  her  dependencies  upon  terms  of  equality 
with  British  vessels  ;  provided  only  a  reciprocal  and 
equal  freedom  is  conceded  by  such  foreign  powersd 


n  See  Leg.  Conn.  Jour.  N.  South 
Wales,  1880-81,  p.  236.  See  speeches 
delivered  by  agents-general  and 
Lord  Derby  on  his  appointment  as 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies, 
The  Colonies,  Jan.  19,  1883. 

0  Nat.  Rev.  v.  2,  p.  1.  See  also 
paper  by  Sir  H.  Parkes,  on  ‘  Our 
Growing  Australian  Empire,’  in 
Nineteenth  Cent.  v.  15,  p.  138. 

p  See  the  Imperial  Regulations 
applicable  to  United  States  vessels 


navigating  British  North  American 
waters,  to  prevent  collisions,  issued 
by  the  Queen  in  council,  on  Nov. 
30, 1864.  (Canadian  Orders  in  Coun. 
p.  163.)  And  see  the  reasons  given 
by  the  Imperial  government  for  dis¬ 
allowing  the  Canada  Shipping  Act 
amendment  in  1878,  ante,  p.  184. 

11  Stephen,  Commentaries,  ed. 
1890,  v.  3,  p.  155.  Imp.  act,  39  & 
40  Vic.  c.  36,  sec.  141.  Com.  Pap. 
1878  79,  v.  77,  p.  523. 
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By  the  Colonial  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1869, 
the  legislature  of  any  British  possession  is  empowered 
to  pass  an  act  to  regulate  the  coasting  trade  thereof ; 
provided  that  the  same  shall  not  go  into  operation 
until  the  pleasure  of  the  Crown  is  expressly  signified  ; 
that  all  British  and  colonial  ships  shall  be  entitled  to 
equal  privileges,  and  likewise  ships  of  foreign  nations 
with  whom  privileges  in  respect  to  the  coasting  trade 
of  any  colony  have  been  granted  by  treaty.1  Pursuant 
to  this  act,  Canada  statutes  33  Vic.  c.  14  and  38  Vie. 
27  were  passed,  to  regulate  the  coasting  trade  of  the 
dominion ;  and,  by  the  thirtieth  article  of  the  treaty  of 
Washington,  1871,  further  provision  was  made  thereon, 
which,  after  the  necessary  legislation  by  the  respec¬ 
tive  governments  concerned,  was  formally  ratified,  at 
a  conference  held  at  Washington,  on  June  7,  1873,  and 
went  into  operation  on  July  1  following.3 

Maritime  jurisdiction  over  the  high  seas  is  a  branch 
of  international  law  which  has  been  administered  up  to 
quite  recently  throughout  the  British  colonies  by  the 
Imperial  vice-admiralty  courts  established  therein! 

By  Imperial  act  30  &  31  Vie.  c.  45,  authority  was 
given  to  establish  these  vice-admiralty  courts  in  any 
colony,  whether  as  a  Crown  colony,  or  as  one  possessing 
representative  and  independent  legislation. 

The  admiralty  had  power  to  appoint  judges  to  these  courts, 
though,  as  a  rule,  they  did  not  exercise  this  right.  In  the  absence 
of  any  appointment  the  chief  justice  or  senior  judge  in  the 
colony  was  the  judge  of  the  court,  ex  officio,  who  had  the  authority 
to  appoint  the  officials  of  the  court  when  the  admiralty  had  not 
done  so. 


r  82  &  33  Vic.  c.  11,  sec.  4.  jurisdiction ;  ib.  No.  13,  pp.  25-28. 

s  See  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1869,  Acts  40  Vic.  c.  21;  41  Vic.  c.  1; 

No.  59;  ib.  1870,  No.  37.  Orders  and  42  Vic.  c.  40.  See  Monaghan 
‘  in  Council,  p.  401.  v.  Horn,  Can.  Supreme  Court  Rep. 

1  See  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  v.  7,  p.  409,  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of 

Ho.  54.  And  report  of  minister  of  the  Ontario  court, 
justice  (Mr.  Blake)  on  maritime 
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These  courts  being  Imperial,  appeals  were  direct  to 
the  Queen  in  council.  They  did  not,  however,  prove 
altogether  satisfactory,  owing  to  the  judges  presiding 
over  them  being  also  judges  in  the  civil  courts  of  the 
colony,  to  which  the  rules  of  procedure  were  different, 
and  the  jurisdiction  sometimes  concurrent,  as  under 
the  customs  acts.  Accordingly,  in  1883  a  circular 
despatch  was  sent  to  the  colonies  proposing  a  consoli¬ 
dation  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  vice-admiralty  courts, 
without  altering  their  constitution  or  Imperial  character. 
The  replies  from  the  various  colonies  showed  that  the 
courts  were  viewed  more  in  the  light  of  colonial  courts, 
with  a  desire  of  having  further  admiralty  jurisdiction 
conferred  upon  them.  The  question  was  then  consi¬ 
dered  of  their  abolition,  and  of  the  transference  of  their 
jurisdiction  to  the  chief  courts  in  the  colonies.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  in  1885  a  bill  was  drafted  embodyino'  these 
proposals,  and  sent  out  to  the  colonies  for  approval,  but 
it  was  not  acceptable  to  four  of  the  colonies.  In  1890, 
however,  a  bill — in  substance  the  same — exempting  the 
four  colonies  that  had  demurred,11  became  law  ;v  making 
provision  ‘to  do  away  with  the  Imperial  vice-admiralty 
courts  in  the  colonies,  and  to  transfer  the  admiralty 
jurisdiction  of  the  high  court  of  justice  in  England  to 
the  colonial  courts,  and  also  to  allow  inferior  courts  in 
the  colonies,  if  the  colonies  so  desire  it,  to  exercise  the 
partial  and  limited  admiralty  jurisdiction  which  the 
county  courts  in  England  exercise.’ w  Pursuant  to 
authority  granted  by  this  Imperial  ‘  Colonial  Courts  of 
Admiralty  Act,’  the  parliament  of  Canada  passed  in 
1891  an  act  to  provide  for  the  exercise  of  admiralty 
jurisdiction  by  transferring  the  same  to  the  exchequer 
court  of  Canada. 


“Victoria,  New  South  AVales,  lonial  Courts  of  Admiralty  Act,  1890. 
British  Honduras,  and  St.  Helena.  w  Hans.  D.  v.  341,  p.  1763 

v  53  &  54  Vic.  c.  27.  The  Co- 
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The  constitutional  supremacy  of  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment  over  all  the  colonial  possessions  of  the  Crown  was 
formally  reasserted  in  1865,  by  an  act  passed  to  re¬ 
move  certain  doubts  respecting  the  powers  of  colonial 
legislatures.  This  act  declares  that  £  any  colonial  law 
which  is  or  shall  be  in  any  respect  repugnant  to  the 
provisions  of  any  act  of  parliament  extending  to  the 
colony  to  which  such  law  may  relate,  or  repugnant  to 
any  order  or  regulation  made  under  authority  of  such 
act  of  parliament,  or  having  in  the  colony  the  force 
and  effect  of  such  act,  shall  be  read  subject  to  such 
act,  order,  or  regulation,  and  shall,  to  the  extent  of 
such  repugnancy,  but  not  otherwise,  be  and  remain 
absolutely  void  and  inoperative.’  And,  in  construing 
an  act  of  parliament,  ‘  it  shall  be  said  to  extend  to  any 
colony,  when  it  is  made  applicable  to  such  colony  by 
the  express  words  or  necessary  intendment  of’  the 
same.* 

By  this  rule  it  is  clear  that  Imperial  statutes  are 
binding  upon  the  colonial  subjects  of  the  Crown,  as 
much  as  upon  all  other  British  subjects,  whenever  they 
relate  to  or  directly  concern  the  colonies/  Conse¬ 
quently  colonial  legislation  is  liable  to  be  restrained  by 


x  See  ante,  p.  213  ;  2S  &  29  Vic. 
c.  63,  secs.  1,  2. 

y  Sir  C.  Adderley  (pres,  board 
of  trade),  Hans.  D.  v.  229,  p.  1334. 
And  see  an  able  letter  by  1  Histori- 
cus,’  on  this  point,  in  the  Times 
of  June  1,  1876.  For  examples  of 
Imperial  statutes  applicable  to  the 
colonies,  see  the  Colonial  Rendition 
of  Criminals  Act,  6  &  7  Vic.  c.  34  ; 
and  16  &  17  A7ic.  c.  118  ;  the  Medi¬ 
cal  Acts  of  1858  and  1868 ;  the 
Colonial  Naval  Defence  Act  of  1865 ; 
the  Documentary  Evidence  Act  of 
1868 ;  the  Vice-Admiralty  Courts 
Act  of  30  &  31  Vic.  c.  45,  sec.  16 ; 


the  Extradition  Acts  of  1870  and 
1873 ;  the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts, 
1854  to  1880 ;  the  Colonial  Shipping 
Act  of  1869 ;  the  acts  passed  in 
1870  on  coinage  and  foreign  enlist¬ 
ment  ;  in  1875,  respecting  copyright 
and  unseaworthy  ships ;  and  in  1879 
for  investigating  shipping  casualties ; 
and  the  Fugitive  Offenders  Act  of 
1881.  Other  examples  are  given  in 
Tarring’s  Law  on  Colonies,  ch.  vi. 
See  also  the  Papers  on  Merchant 
Shipping  Legislation  (Canada),  Com. 
Pap.  1876,  v.  66,  p.295,  and  Canada 
Sess.  Pap.  1876,  No.  22. 

R 
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Imperial  acts  subsequently  passed  upon  questions 
affecting  the  colonies.2 

Ordinarily,  however,  colonial  legislation  within  the 
limits  prescribed  by  the  charter,  or  constitutional  law 
of  the  colony,  is  the  supreme  law  governing  such  por¬ 
tion  of  the  empire.11 

The  reserved  right  of  intervention  and  control  which 
must  always  remain  in  the  Imperial  legislature  may 
appropriately  be  invoked  by  or  on  behalf  of  a  British 
colony,  to  redress  grievances  to  British  subjects  which 
have  resulted  from  the  operation  of  local  institutions 
in  any  part  of  the  empire  ;  or  for  the  purpose  of  amend¬ 
ing  the  constitution  of  a  colony,  for  the  benefit  of  its 
inhabitants.  But  no  appeal  of  this  kind  to  the  supreme 
authority  of  the  realm  would  be  constitutionally  jus¬ 
tifiable,  except  under  circumstances  of  sufficient  gravity 
and  importance  to  warrant  Imperial  interference  with 
the  rights  of  local  self-government,  so  far  as  they  have 
been  formally  conceded  to  the  particular  colony. 

The  British  North  America  Act  of  1867,  in  distri¬ 
buting  the  powers  exercisable  under  its  provisions,  and 
in  vesting  4  exclusive  ’  rights  of  legislation  in  certain 
specified  matters,  either  in  the  dominion  parliament  or 
in  the  provincial  legislatures,  has  in  no  respect  altered 
the  relation  of  Canadian  subjects  to  the  Imperial  Crown 
or  parliament,  or  interposed  any  additional  obstacle  to 
prevent  Imperial  legislation  in  reference  to  Canada,  in 
any  case  of  adequate  necessity.  The  term  ‘  exclusive,’ 
as  used  in  the  ninety-first  and  two  following  sections 
of  that  statute,  must  be  understood  as  defining  and 
apportioning  the  limits  of  legislation  in  Canada  between 


z  Low  &  Routledge,  L.  R.  1 
Chanc.  App.  45.  And  see  post,  p. 
278. 

a  See  ante,  p.  159,  and  see 
Holmes  v.  Temple  (excluding  opera¬ 


tion  in  Canada  of  Imp.  Army  Act 
of  1881,  except  so  much  as  was 
specially  introduced  by  the  Dominion 
Militia  Act),  Queb.  Law  Rep.  v.  8 
p.  351. 
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the  dominion  and  provincial  jurisdictions — not  as  in¬ 
tended  to  exclude  the  right  of  the  Imperial  parliament, 
at  its  discretion,  to  make  necessary  laws  for  the  welfare 
and  good  government  of  any  portion  of  the  empire. 

It  is  true  that  Chief  Justice  Draper1*  expressed  an  opinion  that 
the  term  ‘  exclusive,’  in  the  ninety-first  section  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  was  ‘  intended  as  a  more  definite  or  extended  renun¬ 
ciation  on  the  part  of  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain  of  its  powers 
over  the  internal  affairs  of  the  new  dominion,  than  was  contained  in 
the  Imperial  statute  18  Geo.  III.  c.  12,  and  the  28  &  29  Vic.  c. 
63,  secs.  3,  4,  5.’  But  we  have  shown  in  the  text  this  position  is 
untenable  and  inconsistent  with  fact.  Indeed,  it  was  overruled  by 
Vice-Chancellor  Proudfoot,  in  Smiles  v.  Belford,0  and  it  was  repu¬ 
diated  by  the  Ontario  court  of  appeal,  in  affirming  the  judgment  on 
this  case.d  Finally,  in  December  1879,  Chief  Justice  Hagarty,  in 
Regina  v.  Ontario  College  of  Physicians, e  defined  ‘exclusive  as 
opposed  to  any  attempt  to  legislate  by  the  dominion  parliament,’  and 
decided  that  the  provisions  of  the  Imperial  act  of  1868,  concerning 
medical  practitioners,  which  refer  to  a  ‘  colony,’  are  directly  appli¬ 
cable  to  Canada,  notwithstanding  the  powers  granted  to  provincial 
legislatures  to  ‘  exclusively  make  laws  in  relation  to  education.’ 
The  correct  constitutional  doctrine  on  this  point  is  clearly  stated  by 
Mr.  Justice  Gray  of  the  supreme  court  of  British  Columbia,  in  his 
judgment  delivered  on  Sept.  23,  1878,  on  the  Chinese  tax  bill  : 
‘The  British  North  America  Act,  1867,  was  framed,  not  as  altering 
or  defining  the  changed  or  relative  positions  of  the  provinces  towards 
the  Imperial  government,  but  solely  as  between  themselves.  . 
Moreover,  with  reference  to  the  Imperial  parliament,  as  the  para¬ 
mount  or  sovereign  authority,  it  could  not  be  restrained  from  future 
legislation,  and  therefore,  in  that  light,  the  term  would  have  no 
legal  bearing.  .  .  .  The  British  North  America  Act,  1867,  was  in¬ 
tended  to  make  legal  an  agreement  which  the  provinces  desired  to 
enter  into  as  between  themselves,  but  which,  not  being  sovereign 
states,  they  had  no  power  to  make.  It  was  not  intended  as  a  de¬ 
claration  that  the  Imperial  government  renounced  any  part  of  its 
authority.’ 

For  no  parliament  is  competent,  by  its  own  act*  or 
declaration,  to  bind  or  restrain  the  freedom  of  action  of 


b  In  case  of  Regina  v.  Taylor,  d  1  App.  Cas.  442. 

36  U.  C.  Q.  B.  Rep.  221.  e  44  U.  C.  Q.  B.  576. 

c  23  Grant,  601. 

e  2 
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a  succeeding  parliament.*  In  fact,  legislation,  either  to 
remove  doubts  or  to  define  or  enlarge  the  powers  of  the 
dominion  parliament,  has  been  undertaken  by  the 
Imperial  parliament  in  repeated  instances,  since  the 
establishment  of  the  Canadian  confederation.8 

The  absolute  and  unqualified  supremacy  of  the 
Imperial  parliament  over  all  minor  and  subordinate 
legislative  bodies — and  over  all  legislation  which  had 
previously  been  enacted  by  parliament  itself — was  re¬ 
markably  exemplified  by  a  decision  of  the  House  of 
Lords,  sitting  as  a  court  of  final  appeal,  on  May  3, 
1839,  in  the  celebrated  Aucliterarder  case,  which  led 
to  the  disruption  of  the  Church  of  Scotland  : — 

Before  the  union  between  the  parliaments  of  England  and  Scot¬ 
land,  which  took  place  in  1704,  a  settlement  was  effected  between 
the  Crown  and  the  Scottish  Established  Church,  whereby  lay 
patronage  was  abolished  in  that  communion,  and  congregations 
were  empowered  to  elect  their  own  ministers.  This  settlement  was 
ratified,  by  an  act  of  the  Scottish  parliament,  in  1690.  Immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  union  of  the  two  countries  had  been  accomplished, 
the  Imperial  parliament  in  1707  enacted  a  law  to  declare  that  the 
existing  form  of  Presbyterian  church  government  in  Scotland,  its 
doctrine  and  discipline,  should  continue  unchanged  and  unalterable.'1 
Nevertheless,  in  1711,  parliament,  in  direct  contravention  of  the 
settlement  aforesaid,  repealed  the  Scotch  act  of  1690,  and  restored 
the  exercise  of  lay  patronage.1  This  legislation  was  protested 
against  by  the  general  assembly  of  the  Scottish  church,  and  gave 
rise  to  much  dissatisfaction  throughout  Scotland.  The  general  as¬ 
sembly  continued  to  oppose  this  fundamental  alteration  in  their 
church  law  ;  and  finally,  in  1834,  passed  a  measure  known  as  the 
Veto  Act,  which  forbade  the  exercise  of  church  patronage  against 
the  express  desires  of  the  particular  congregation.  Whereupon 
there  ensued  the  memorable  conflict  between  the  Established  Church 
of  Scotland  and  the  civil  courts  of  the  United  Kingdom,  which 
ended  in  the  total  discomfiture  of  the  ecclesiastical  body.  The  law 


f  See  Burke's  speech,  in  1772, 
on  the  proposed  alteration  of  the 
Act  of  Union  with  Scotland,  Pari. 
Hist.  v.  17,  p.  275  ;  Works,  ed.  1812, 
v.  10,  p.  1. 

s  See  Imp.  acts  31  &  32  Vic.  c. 


105  ;  32  &  33  Vic.  c.  101 ;  34  &  35 
Vic.  c.  28 ;  38  &  39  Vic.  cc.  3S,  53. 

h  The  Act  of  Security,  6  Anne, 
c.  7,  sec.  17. 

1  10  Anne,  c.  12. 
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courts  in  Scotland,  and  ultimately  the  House  of  Lords,  decided  that  Prece- 
the  act  of  the  general  assembly  restricting  the  power  of  patrons  ceuti3' 
was  in  violation  of  the  Imperial  statute  of  1711.  I  his  statute  was 
declared  to  be  binding  upon  the  Church  of  Scotland — notwithstand¬ 
ing  that  it  was  a  direct  infringement  of  the  Act  of  Union — inas¬ 
much  as  it  had  emanated  from  the  supreme  legislative  authority  of 
the  realm. k 

Upon  the  occasion  of  the  union  with  Scotland  an  act  was  passed 
by  the  Imperial  parliament  (5  Anne,  c.  5)  which  provided  that  the 
several  acts  for  the  establishment  and  preservation  of  the  Church 
of  England  ‘shall  remain  and  be  in  full  force  for  ever.’  In  the 
same  year  the  union  was  effected,  and  in  the  Act  of  Union  (c.  8, 
article  25),  the  aforesaid  act  was  recited  and  embodied  in  that 
agreement.  Furthermore,  the  establishment  of  the  Church  of 
England  in  Ireland  was  declared,  in  the  act  of  union  with  Ireland, 

‘  to  be  in  full  force  for  ever,’  and  ‘  any  intention  to  subvert  the  pre¬ 
sent  Church  establishment  as  established  by  law  within  this  realm 
was  required  to  be  solemnly  abjured  by  oath.  Nevertheless,  in 
1869  an  act  of  parliament  was  passed  to  disestablish  and  disendow 
the  Irish  Church.  It  is  therefore  indisputable  that  such  precaution¬ 
ary  enactments  can  only  be  understood  as  declaratory  of  the  will  of 
parliament,  so  long  as  they  remain  unrepealed  :  for  no  existing 
parliament  deems  itself  to  be  bound  by  the  declarations  of  its  pre¬ 
decessors.1 

These  decisions  warrant  the  conclusion  that  by  the  Supre-^ 
law  of  England  the  Imperial  parliament  is  regarded  as  imperiai 
omnipotent  and  supreme  in  all  matters  upon  which  it  u1^- 
may  undertake  to  legislate ;  and  that  no  com  t  <  >1  law 
would  venture  to  question  the  right  of  parliament  to 
legislate  in  any  case  or  upon  any  question,  oi  pi  esume 
to  assert  that  any  act  of  the  Imperial  parliament  was 
ultra  vires. m 


k  Maclean  &  Robinson,  House 
of  Lords  Reports,  p.  238  (Auchte- 
rarder  case).  Hanna,  Memoirs  of 
Dr.  Chalmers,  v.  3,  p.  267.  See 
Macaulay’s  account  of  these  trans¬ 
actions,  in  his  speech  in  House  of 
Commons  on  July  9,  1845,  on  Theo¬ 
logical  Tests  in  Scotch  Universities. 
The  same  principle  was  asserted  by 
the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  of  Lower 


Canada,  in  1875,  in  the  case  of 
Brossoit  v.  Turcotte,  L.  C.  Jurist, 
v.  20,  p.  141. 

1  See  also  Elliot,  State  and 
Church,  p.  155. 

ra  C.  J.  Cockburn  and  other 
judges  in  the  ‘  Franconia  ’  case, 
Regina  v.  Keyn ;  L.  R.  2  Ex.  Div. 
pp.  152-160,  207.  ‘If  the  legisla¬ 
ture  of  England,  in  express  terms, 
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Corrective  power  over  ‘  constitutional  legislation  ’  in  the  United 
States  is  supplied  by  the  national  judiciary,  inasmuch  as  that 
country  possesses  a  written  constitution  :  but  in  Great  Britain  the 
Imperial  parliament  is  supreme,  and  its  legislation  irreversible, 
except  by  its  own  act.11 

As  already  noticed,  it  is  equally  certain  that  a  par¬ 
liament  cannot  so  bind  its  successors  by  the  terms  of 
any  statute  as  to  limit  the  discretion  of  a  future  par¬ 
liament,  and  thereby  disable  the  legislature  from  entire 
freedom  of  action  at  any  future  time  when  it  might  be 
needful  to  invoke  the  interposition  of  parliament  to 
legislate  for  the  public  welfare.0 


applies  its  legislation  to  matters  be¬ 
yond.  its  legislatorial  capacity,  an 
English  court  must  obey  the  English 
legislature,  however  contrary  to  in¬ 
ternational  comity  such  legislation 
may  be.’  Mr.  Justice  Brett,  in 
Niboyet  v.  Niboyet,  L.  E.  Probate 
Div.  v.  4,  p.  20.  See  Sir  J.  F.  Ste¬ 


phen’s  Hist,  of  Crim.  Law,  v.  2,  p. 
36;  and  Judge  Palmer’s  observa¬ 
tions  in  3  Pugsley  &  Burbidge,  N.  B. 
Rep.  p.  143. 

n  L.  T.  (citing  American  prece¬ 
dents)  Dec.  25,  1880,  p.  129. 

0  See  Wilberforce  on  Statute 
Law,  p.  34,  and  see  ante,  p.  243. 
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CHAPTER  VIII. 

IMPERIAL  DOMINION  EXERCISABLE  OVER  SELF-GOVERNING 
COLONIES  :  IN  FOREIGN  RELATIONS  ;  AND  THROUGH  THE 
OPERATION  OF  TREATIES. 


It  is  a  rule  of  international  law,  that  none  but  supreme  Treat.y- 
and  independent  sovereign  powers  are  competent  to  p0wer- 
contract  treaties  with  foreign  nations.  The  only  ex¬ 
ception  to  this  rule  is  where  the  right  to  conclude 
treaties  in  its  own  behalf,  with  other  states  or  foreign 
powers,  has  been  expressly  delegated  to  a  subordinate 
government  by  the  Crown  and  parliament  of  the  mother 
country.  But  responsibility  for  the  exercise  of  such 
delegated  power  continues  to  rest  upon  the  Imperial 
authority,  to  the  same  extent  as  for  the  acts  of  any 
other  accredited  public  agents  of  the  Crown.8, 

The  right  of  extra-territorial  jurisdiction  was  Extra- 
claimed  in  1847  as  being  inherent,  under  certain  cir  juris<iic- 
cumstances,  in  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown.  That  tion. 
right  is  distinctly  asserted,  and  its  exercise  regulated 
by  parliament  in  the  foreign  jurisdiction  acts  of  1843, 
of  1875  and  of  1878,  by  virtue  of  which  it  appears 
that  British  rule  in  Cyprus  was  organised  in  1878. 

Other  examples  of  an  extension  of  jurisdiction  by  act 
of  parliament  over  places  outside  the  British  dominions 


a  Phillimore,  Inter.  Law,  3rd  ed. 
v.  1,  p.  199,  v.  2,  pp.  73-75.  See 
correspondence  with  Canadian  go¬ 
vernment  in  1875  and  following 
years,  with  a  view  to  modification 
of  Franco-English  treaty  of  1860,  in 


respect  to  French  duty  on  Canadian 
built  ships,  and  as  to  the  admission 
of  French  products  into  Canada  on 
favourable  terms.  Canada  Sess. 
Pap.  1877,  No.  100;  ib.  1878,  No. 
70;  ib.  1880,  No.  104. 
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Extra-  are  afforded  by  the  Pacific  Islanders  protection  acts  of 
juris-  1872  and  1875,  and  by  the  Territorial  Waters  Jurisdic- 

diction.  tion  Act  of  1878.b  And  see  the  Imperial  order  in 

council  of  August  13,  1877,  issued  pursuant  to  the 
authority  of  the  statutes  aforesaid,  providing  for  the 
establishment  of  a  high  commissioner’s  court  in,  over, 
and  for  the  Western  Pacific  Islands,  cthe  same  not 
being  within  her  Majesty’s  dominions,  or  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  any  civilised  power.’0 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  high  commissioner  for  the  Western 
Pacific  is  confined  to  British  subjects  in  those  islands.  The  inter¬ 
colonial  conference  held  at  Sydney  in  1880-81  entertained  certain 
charges  which  had  been  preferred  against  the  high  commissioner, 
and  transmitted  the  result  of  their  inquiry  to  the  Imperial  authori¬ 
ties.  This  proceeding  elicited  an  indignant  protest,  together  with 
full  explanations  in  rebuttal  of  the  charges  from  the  high  com¬ 
missioner. d  In  November  1880,  the  governor  of  New  Zealand  was 
appointed  high  commissioner  of  the  Pacific  Islands.  An  assistant 
high  commissioner  was  also  appointed  about  the  same  time.  It 
was  asserted,  however,  that  the  endeavour  to  repress  outrages  in 
the  Pacific  by  the  establishment  of  a  high  commissioner’s  court 
had  failed,  and  that  the  only  remedy  for  existing  evils  was  for 
Great  Britain  to  annex,  or  establish  a  protectorate  over  the  Western 
Pacific  Islands,  and  the  eastern  portion  of  New  Guinea.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  Australian  governments  concurred  in  urging  this  upon  the 
Imperial  government,  through  their  agents-general.e 
Annexa-  _  On  February  28,  1883,  the  agent-general  for  Queensland  was 
British  instructed  by  his  government  to  urge  upon  the  Imperial  govern - 
New  ment  the  expediency  of  annexing  to  that  colony  the  portions  of 

Guinea.  New  Guinea  not  claimed  by  Holland;  Queensland  to  bear  the 

expense  of  government  and  to  take  formal  possession  of  the  terri¬ 
tory  on  receipt  of  Imperial  authority  by  cable.  The  reasons  ad¬ 
vanced  by  Mr.  (now  Sir  Thomas)  Archer  in  advocating  the  project 
were  briefly  these:  That  the  trade  on  the  coast  of  New  Guinea 
and  the  islands  adjacent— in  which  Queensland  colonists  were  chiefly 


b  See  further  on  this  subject 
Amos,  Fifty  Years  Eng.  Const,  pp. 
187-208  ;  Law  Mag.  Aug.  1882  and 
May,  1883  ;  The  Channel  Tunnel 
and  International  Law ;  and  Ste¬ 
phen  s  Hist,  of  Criminal  Law,  v.  2 
p.  58. 


c  S.  Aust.  Pari.  Proc.  1879,  No. 
131. 

d  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1881,  A. 
3  ;  Victoria  Pari.  Pap.  1880-81  No' 
90  ;  ib.  1881,  No.  4. 

e  The  Colonies,  Aug.  10,  1883, 
p.  14  ;  ib.  Sept.  21,  p.  6. 
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engaged — consisted  of  gold-mining,  pearl-diving,  and  beche-de-mer 
fishing,  and  employed  a  large  and  increasing  number  of  colonists, 
over  which  the  authorities  appointed  by  the  Queensland  government 
found  it  difficult  to  exercise  control,  especially  as  the  jurisdiction  of 
its  government  only  extended  within  sixty  miles  of  the  coast  of  the 
colony. 

That  owing  to  the  extended  nature  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
high  commissioner  of  the  Western  Pacific,  it  was  not  possible  for 
him  to  exercise  an  adequate  supervision  over  the  settlers  rapidly 
peopling  the  islands  and  coast  of  New  Guinea,  who  were  practi¬ 
cally  beyond  the  pale  of  restraint  in  their  dealings  with  the  natives 
and  with  each  other. 

That  Queensland  had  already  suffered  inconvenience  and  loss 
from  the  escape  of  political  convicts  and  malefactors  from  the 
French  penal  settlement  of  New  Caledonia  ;  and  apprehension  was 
felt  in  the  colony  lest  some  foreign  government  might  institute  a 
similar  establishment  almost  within  sight  of  her  territory.  ‘  That 
in  addition  to  this  contingent  danger  .  .  .  there  is  an  actual  and 
present  danger  to  Queensland  interests  in  the  fact  of  a  coastline  so 
near  to  the  scene  of  several  of  her  industries,  and  dominating  one 
side  of  the  direct  channel  of  communication  between  Queensland 
and  Europe,  being  in  the  hands  of  a  savage  race.’  Therefore  the 
colonists  of  Queensland  felt  that  in  their  interests  it  would  be  most 
desirable  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  such  a  misfortune  by  the 
annexation  of  the  territory  in  the  immediate  proximity  to  their 
shores/ 

In  reply  the  colonial  secretary  stated  that  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment  could  not  form  a  decision  on  a  subject  of  such  great  import¬ 
ance  without  very  full  and  careful  consideration,  and  that  he  could 
express  no  opinion  upon  questions  raised  by  the  telegram  until  they 
had  been  considered  formally  by  him  with  his  colleagues  in  the 
government. 

Meanwhile  the  governor  of  Queensland  received  from  the 
colonial  secretary  a  despatch  dated  March  8,  1883,  desiring  an 
expression  of  his  opinion  in  the  matter,  accompanied  by  any 
observations  that  would  be  likely  to  assist  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment  in  arriving  at  a  right  conclusion  on  the  question. 

But  the  Queensland  government,  fearing  that  in  the  interim 
some  foreign  power  might  take  possession,  despatched  the  police 


f  Com.  Pap.  1883,  v.  47,  pp.  1G4,  submitting  reasons  for  the  establish- 
200.  For  joint  communication  from  ment  of  a  protectorate  over  Western 
agents-general  of  N.  S.  Wales,  New  Pacific  Islands  and  eastern  part  of 
Zealand,  Queensland,  and  Victoria  New  Guinea,  vide  ib.  p.  621. 
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magistrate  of  Thursday  Island  to  formally  annex  to  Queensland,  in 
her  Majesty’s  name,  that  portion  of  New  Guinea  and  the  adjacent 
islands  not  occupied  by  the  Dutch,  pending  a  decision  of  the  ques¬ 
tion  by  the  Imperial  government. s 

The  other  Australasian  governments  officially  approved  the 
action  of  Queensland  in  having  temporarily  proclaimed  her  Majesty’s 
dominion  over  the  eastern  portion  of  New  Guinea,  and  the  Royal 
Colonial  Institute  strongly  memorialised  the  British  government  to 
annex  those  parts  of  New  Guinea  over  which  any  recognised  govern¬ 
ment  could  not  establish  a  clear  right. 

o 

By  despatch  dated  July  11,  1883,  the  colonial  secretary  commu¬ 
nicated  to  the  governor  of  Queensland  the  conclusions  her  Majesty’s 
government  had  arrived  at  on  the  action  taken  by  the  colony  in  the 
question  of  annexation.  He  stated  :  ‘  They  are  unable  to  approve 
the  proceedings  of  your  government  in  this  matter.  It  is  well 
understood  that  the  officers  of  a  colonial  government  have  no  power 
or  authority  to  act  beyond  the  limits  of  their  colony,  and  if  this 
constitutional  principle  is  not  carefully  observed,  serious  difficulties 
and  complications  must  arise.  If  there  had  been  any  evidence  of 
the  intention — which  is  said  to  have  been  apprehended — of  a  foreign 
power  to  take  possession  of  any  part  of  New  Guinea,  the  views  and 
proposals  of  the  colonial  government  could  have  been  placed  before 
her  Majesty’s  government  by  telegraph,  and  if  the  circumstances 
had  justified  immediate  action,  it  could  have  been  taken  without  a 
delay  of  more  than  a  very  few  hours.  It  is,  therefore,  much  to  be 
regretted  that  your  advisers  should,  without  apparent  necessity, 
have  taken  on  themselves  the  exercise  of  powers  which  they  did 
not  possess.  .  .  .  Her  Majesty’s  government  regret  that  it  should  be 
necessary  from  time  to  time  to  refuse  assent  to  proposals  coming 
from  individual  colonies  for  the  assumption  of  large  and  serious 
responsibilities  in  regard  to  places  and  questions  not  specially  con¬ 
cerning  those  of  her  Majesty’s  subjects  who  live  in  other  parts  of 
the  empire  \  and  I  trust  the  time  is  now  not  distant  when,  in  re¬ 
spect  of  such  questions  (if  not  for  other  purposes  of  government)  the 
Australian  colonies  will  effectively  combine  together,  and  provide 
the  cost  of  carrying  out  any  policy  which  after  mature  considera¬ 
tion  they  may  unite  in  recommending,  and  which  her  Majesty’s 
government  may  think  it  right  and  expedient  to  adopt. 

‘  In  the  meantime  her  Majesty’s  government  are  of  opinion  that 
they  must  continue  to  decline  proposals  for  large  annexations  of 
territory  adjacent  to  Australia  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  proof  of 
the  necessity  of  such  measures.  In  the  case  of  New  Guinea  there 

h  Com.  Pap.  1883,  v.  47,  p.  175.  For  an  account  of  the  ceremony,  see 

4 o.  p.  202. 
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is  already  in  existence  a  jurisdiction  which  may  be  made  to  suffice 
for  immediate  exigencies.  The  powers  of  the  high  commissioner 
for  the  Western  Pacific  extend  to  that  island,  and  if  the  colony  of 
Queensland,  with  or  without  assistance  from  other  colonies,  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  provide  a  reasonable  annual  sum  to  meet  the  cost  of  placing 
one  or  more  deputies  of  the  high  commissioner  on  the  coast,  her 
Majesty’s  government  will  be  willing  to  take  steps  for  strengthen¬ 
ing  the  naval  force  on  the  Australian  station,  so  as  to  enable  her 
Majesty’s  ships  to  be  more  constantly  present  than  hitherto  in  that 
part  of  the  Pacific.’ h 

In  reviewing  this  decision  of  the  Imperial  government  Sir 
Thomas  Mcllwraith,  the  premier  of  Queensland,  says  :  ‘  In  reply 
to  that  portion  of  the  despatch  in  which  Lord  Derby  remarks  that 
“  it  is  much  to  be  regretted  that  your  advisers  should,  without 
apparent  necessity,  have  taken  on  themselves  the  exercise  of  powers 
which  they  do  not  possess,”  I  desire  to  observe  what  must  have  been 
already  clearly  perceived  from  the  purport  of  previous  despatches, 
that  in  formally  annexing  New  Guinea  we  were  perfectly  aware 
that  the  efficacy  of  our  action  was  altogether  contingent  on  subse¬ 
quent  ratification  by  her  Majesty’s  government.  That  we  had  no 
right,  however,  without  the  sanction  of  her  Majesty’s  government, 
to  annex  territory  in  which  there  exists  no  settled  government,  is 
contrary  to  the  whole  history  of  colonial  acquisition.  So  far  also 
as  concerns  the  phrase  “  without  apparent  necessity,”  I  would  sub¬ 
mit  that  political  necessity  is  constituted  in  a  large  measure  by  the 
pressure  of  public  feeling  and  opinion  ;  and  that  these  were  not 
wanting  in  this  case  is  abundantly  proved  by  the  favourable  verdict 
of  the  Australian  press,  and  the  support  given  to  our  action  by  the 
governments  of  the  other  Australian  colonies.  .  .  .  Lord  Carnarvon, 
when  appealed  to  by  the  colonists  to  annex  New  Guinea,  virtually 
consented,  provided  the  colonies  relieved  the  home  government  of 
the  cost.  The  expense  of  government  was  then  the  only  obstacle, 
and  we  have  removed  that  obstacle  by  offering  to  provide  the 
necessary  funds.  With  regard  to  the  objection  raised  by  Lord 
Derby  in  the  extract  from  his  despatch  quoted  above,  I  may  point 
out  that  the  annexation  of  New  Guinea  to  this  colony  is  not  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  government  to  be  a  vital  part  of  the  question  ;  on 
the  contrary,  they  would  prefer  that  the  territory  should  be  made 
a  Crown  colony,  or,  better  still,  placed  under  the  control  of  the 
“  United  Australian  Colonies.”  Queensland  does  not  desire  an  in¬ 
crease  of  territory.  The  part  she  has  taken,  and  is  still  prepared  to 
take,  is  to  provide  for  the  necessary  expenditure,  should  the  teri’i- 
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tory  be  annexed  to  her,  and  thereby  remove  the  only  difficulty 
which,  previous  to  the  initiation  of  the  present  correspondence,  was 
supposed  to  exist.  The  colony  will,  however,  be  quite  satisfied  if 
annexation  to  the  British  Crown  takes  place  in  another  form.  .  .  .  The 
proposal  of  Lord  Derby  to  place  one  or  more  deputies  of  the  high 
commissioner  on  the  coast,  provided  that  a  reasonable  annual  sum 
to  meet  the  cost  thereof  be  paid  by  this  colony,  does  not  at  all  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  case.  The  powers  of  the  high  commissioner 
do  not  extend  beyond  British  subjects.’ 1 

Meanwhile,  the  government  of  Queensland  adopted  the  idea 
suggested  in  the  colonial  secretary’s  despatch  of  July  11,  that  a 
convention  should  be  held  to  consider  the  desirability  of  making 
further  united  representations  regarding  New  Guinea  and  the 
islands  of  the  Pacific,  and  to  discuss  the  basis  on  which  a  federal 
government  for  Australia  could  be  constituted.  An  intercolonial 
conference  was  accordingly  summoned,  and  met  at  Sydney  on 
November  28,  1883,  attended  by  delegates  from  all  the  Australian 
governments,  and  closing  its  session  on  the  eighth  of  the  following 
month.  The  convention  passed  eight  resolutions  relating  to  the 
islands  of  the  Pacific,  of  which  the  following  were  the  first  and 
third  : — 

‘  That  further  acquisition  of  dominion  in  the  Pacific,  south  of 
the  equator,  by  any  foreign  power,  would  be  highly  detrimental  to 
the  safety  and  well-being  of  the  British  possessions  in  Australasia, 
and  injurious  to  the  interests  of  the  empire.’ 

‘  That  having  regard  to  the  geographical  position  of  the  island  of 
New  Guinea,  the  rapid  extension  of  British  trade  and  enterprise  in 
Torres  Straits,  the  certainty  that  the  island  will  shortly  be  the 
resort  of  many  adventurous  subjects  of  Great  Britain  and  other 
nations,  and  the  absence  or  inadequacy  of  any  existing  laws  for 
regulating  their  relations  with  the  native  tribes,  this  convention, 
while  fully  recognising  that  the  responsibility  of  extending  the 
boundaries  of  the  empire  belongs  to  the  Imperial  government,  is 
emphatically  of  opinion  that  such  steps  should  be  immediately  taken 
as  will  most  conveniently  and  effectively  secure  the  incorporation 
with  the  British  Empire  of  so  much  of  New  Guinea,  and  the  small 
islands  adjacent  thereto,  as  is  not  claimed  by  the  government  of  the 
Netherlands.’ 

In  reply  to  these  resolutions,  by  circular  despatch  addressed  to 
the  Australasian  governments,  dated  May  9,  1884,  the  colonial  secre¬ 
tary  said  that  her  Majesty’s  government  were  disposed  to  think 
that  there  should  be  a  high  or  deputy  commissioner,  with  large 
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powers  of  independent  action,  stationed  in  New  Guinea  ;  and  that 
the  cost  of  this  system,  of  protectorate  should  be  secured  by  one  or 
more  of  the  colonies  to  the  Imperial  government.! 

Finally  in  1887,  at  the  colonial  conference  held  in  London  in 
April  and  May  of  that  year,  the  colonial  secretary  signified  to 
the  Australasian  representatives  the  acceptance  by  her  Majesty’s 
government  of  the  proposals,  somewhat  modified,  made  by  the 
governments  of  New  South  Wales,  Victoria,  and  Queensland  in 
1886,  regarding  the  administration  of  New  Guinea.  To  carry  out 
these  proposals,  the  Queensland  government  passed  an  act  in  1887 
(No.  9),  which  provided  that  the  act  would  come  into  force  so  soon 
as  her  Majesty  shall  have  assumed  sovereignty  over  the  territory  in 
question  ;  and  that  a  sum  of  15,000?.  would  be  paid  annually,  for 
the  period  of  ten  years,  to  her  Majesty  by  the  government  of 
Queensland  for  the  necessary  expenses  of  administration. 

Accordingly,  in  the  following  year  her  Majesty  issued  letters 
patent  for  erecting  certain  British  territory  in  New  Guinea  and  the 
adjacent  islands  into  a  separate  possession,  to  be  known  as  British 
New  Guinea,  and  providing  for  the  government  of  the  same.k 

Prior  to  tlie  abolition  of  tlie  sovereignty  exercised 
by  tire  British  East  India  Company  over  India,  power 
was  delegated  to  tlie  company,  by  various  royal  char¬ 
ters,  which  were  confirmed  by  acts  of  parliament,  to 
make  treaties  with  the  native  princes  under  certain 
restrictions.1 

And  pursuant  to  the  ninety-first  section  of  the 
British  North  America  Act  1867,  sub-section  twenty- 
four,  which  empowers  the  parliament  of  Canada  to 
legislate  in  regard  to  Indians  and  Indian  lands  therein, 
in  connection  with  the  Imperial  act  ol  &  kic.  c. 
105,  which  authorises  the  transfer  to  the  dominion  of 
Canada  of  all  territories  ‘  held  or  claimed  to  be  held  ’ 
by  the  Hudson  Bay  Company  in  North  America  under 
their  royal  charter,  authority  has  been  given  by  the 
dominion  governor-general  in  council  to  certain  persons 
to  act  as  commissioners  to  make  and  conclude  tieaties, 
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j  Com.  Pap.  1884,  v.  55,  p.  755.  natic  v.  The  East  India  Company, 
k  lb.  1888,  v.  73,  p.  651.  1  Ves.  Jr.  p.  371 ;  and  2  ib.  p.  56. 

1  See  case  of  Nabob  of  the  Car- 
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in  the  name  of  her  Majesty,  with  Indian  tribes  inhabit¬ 
ing  the  territories  of  the  north-west,  which  territories 
are  comprised  within  the  limits  of  the  dominion  of 
Canada."1 

In  1875  an  act  passed  by  the  provincial  legislature 
of  British  Columbia  respecting  Crown  lands  was  disal¬ 
lowed  by  the  governor-general  in  council,  because  it 
made  no  reservation  of  lands  in  favour  of  the  Indian 
tribes  in  the  province,  and  ignored  their  rights  and  pri¬ 
vileges.  Moreover,  under  the  treaty  of  capitulation  of 
17G0,  the  King’s  proclamation  of  1763  establishing 
governments  in  British  North  America,  and  subsequent 
Imperial  legislation,  the  right  to  make  treaties  with  the 
Indians,  and  to  acquire  Indian  territorial  rights,  is 
vested  in  the  Crown  itself,  and  is  exercisable  only  by  the 
governor  or  commander-in-chief  in  the  Queen’s  posses¬ 
sions  in  North  America." 

Separate  colonial  governments  have  no  right  to  com¬ 
municate  officially  with  one  another,  except  through 
her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  or  by 
direct  permission  first  obtained  from  the  Imperial 
government.0 

Our  epitome  of  the  history  ot  colonial  self-govern¬ 
ment  in  relation  to  commercial  policy,  as  given  in  the 
preceding  pages,  would  not  be  complete  without  some 


m  See  Canada  Statutes,  31  Vic. 
c.  42 ;  38  Vic.  c.  3 ;  43  Vic.  c.  28. 
Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1872,  No.  22. 
Reports  of  Indian  Branch  of  De¬ 
partment  of  Secretary  of  State  for 
the  Provinces.  In  regard  to  exclu¬ 
sive  powers  of  legislation  by  parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada,  concerning  Inchans 
and  Indian  lands,  and  the  right  of 
legislation  by  provincial  legislatures 
concerning  lands  surrendered  by 
Indians  for  purpose  of  being  sold, 
and  of  which  the  Indian  title  had 
been  wholly  extinguished,  see  Mr. 
Justice  Gwynne’s  judgment,  in 


Church  v.  Fenton,  28  U.  C.  C.  P. 
384  ;  affirmed  by  the  Ontario  Court 
of  Appeals,  4  App.  R.  159  ;  and  by 
the  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  5,  p.  239. 
In  regard  to  relations  between  abo¬ 
riginal  tribes  in  New  Zealand  and 
the  colonial  government,  see  Com. 
Pap.  1864,  v.  41,  p.  219. 

"  Report  of  H.  Bernard,  deputy 
minister  of  justice,  and  proceedings 
thereon,  in  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877, 
No.  89,  pp.  2-7.  But  see  id.  .1882, 
No.  141,  pp.  20,  59,  132. 

0  See  South  Australia  Pari.  Proc. 
1880,  v.  3,  Nos.  50  and  02. 
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reference  to  the  circumstances  under  which  colonies,  in 
immediate  proximity  with  each  other,  have  obtained 
permission  to  regulate  their  trade  and  tariffs  at  their 
own  discretion,  either  upon  a  basis  of  reciprocity,  or 
otherwise  as  might  be  desirable. 

Several  years  prior  to  the  confederation  of  the  British 
North  American  provinces,  and  while  as  yet  their  closer 
union  was  not  contemplated,  the  expediency  of  afford¬ 
ing  to  these  provinces  greater  facilities  for  intercolonial 
trade,  and  free  commercial  intercourse,  was  the  subject 
of  repeated  discussions  between  Canada,  the  other 
North  American  colonies,  and  the  West  Indies,  on  the 
one  hand,  and  the  Imperial  government  on  the  other. 
From  1850  onwards  to  the  time  of  confederation,  partial 
facilities  in  this  direction  received  the  sanction  of  her 
Majesty’s  government.  Although,  until  after  confede¬ 
ration,  the  objection  entertained  by  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment  to  the  imposition,  by  local  legislatures,  of  differ¬ 
ential  duties,  was  regarded  as  insuperable. p  However, 
in  September  1865,  the  governor-general  was  authorised, 
by  her  Majesty’s  government,  to  assemble  at  Quebec- 
representatives  from  the  North  American  colonies,  for 
the  purpose  of  holding  a  ‘  Confederate  Council  on  Com¬ 
mercial  Treaties.’  This  council  was  presided  over  by 
the  governor-general.  Various  important  resolutions 
were  agreed  to  by  the  council,  chiefly  in  regard  to  the 
renewal  of  the  reciprocity  treaty  with  the  United  States, 
and  the  opening  up  of  trade  communications  between 
the  British  North  American  provinces  and  the  West 
Indies,  and  with  Spain  and  South  America.  Where- 
upon,  in  due  course,  a  commission  of  inquiry  was 
despatched  to  South  America  and  the  West  Indies,  and 
the  consent  of  the  Imperial  government  obtained  to  the 
co-operation  of  Canadian  ministers  with  her  Majesty’s 
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representative  at  Washington,  in  negotiations  with  the 
United  States. q  So  far  as  concerned  reciprocal  trade 
between  the  provinces,  this  point  was  finally  conceded 
by  the  Imperial  government  in  1861,  and  by  sections 
121  to  123  of  the  British  North  America  Act  of  1867, 
all  impediments  thereto  of  reciprocal  trade  were  abso¬ 
lutely  removed,  and  the  dominion  parliament  was 
authorised  to  regulate  all  such  matters  at  its  unfettered 
discretion!  But  so  far  as  regards  the  British  West 
Indies  (which  were  not  included  in  the  confederation  of 
Canada)  the  Imperial  government  still  refuse  to  sanction 
any  arrangements  which  would  involve  the  creation  of 
differential  duties  in  favour  of  Canada.  The  dominion 
government,  however,  protest  against  this  principle. 
They  claim  that,  in  accordance  with  the  precedent 
established  in  1861,  it  is  competent  for  any  self-govern¬ 
ing  colony  to  enter  into  mutual  trade  relations  with  the 
mother  country  or  with  any  other  self-governing  colony, 
discriminating  against  other  countries.  4  The  same 
principle  should  also  apply  in  the  Crown  colonies  ;  but 
as  their  action  must  be  through  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment,  it  is  evident  that  their  wishes  cannot  be  carried 
into  effect  without  the  sanction  of  the  Imperial  execu¬ 
tive.’  4  Trade  should  be  rendered  as  free  as  practicable 
between  the  various  portions  of  the  empire,  having 
regard  solely  to  their  own  interests,  and  unfettered  by 
any  obligations  to  treat  others  with  equal  favour.’ s 

The  Australian  colonies  of  New  South  Wales,  Tas¬ 
mania,  South  Australia,  and  Victoria,  together  with 
New  Zealand,  were  not  behindhand  in  preferring  a 
claim  to  similar  commercial  advantages. .  In  1871  they 

0  See  Gray’s  Confederation  of  (afterwards  Sir  John)  Rose,  of  Jann- 
Canada,  v.  1,  p.  296  ;  and  post,  p.  ary  13  and  Sept.  3,  1S68,  in  Canada 
269-  .  .  Sess  Pap.  1869,  No.  47 ;  also  Can. 

r  For  origin  and  progress  of  this  Sess.  Pap.  1863,  Feb.  Soss.  No.  14. 
movement  see  the  Memorandums  5  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1883,  No.  89, 
of  the  Minister  of  Finance,  Mr.  p.  39. 
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addressed  a  formal  application  to  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment  for  liberty  to  make  arrangements  between  them¬ 
selves  for  the  establishment  of  a  commercial  union, 
upon  the  basis  of  a  common  tariff,  akin  to  that  which 
had  been  effected  in  Canada,  under  the  British  North 
America  Act.  But,  in  addition  to  this,  they  demanded 
that  no  treaty  should  be  concluded  by  the  Imperial 
government  with  any  foreign  power,  which  should  con¬ 
flict  with  the  exercise  of  intercolonial  reciprocity  ;  and 
that  Imperial  interference  with  intercolonial  fiscal 
legislation  should  absolutely  cease.  They  likewise 
claimed  liberty  for  the  several  Australian  legislatures  to 
impose  such  duties  on  imports  from  other  places,  not 
being  differential,  as  each  colony  might  think  fit  to  enact. 

On  July  13,  1871,  the  colonial  secretary  (Lord  Kim¬ 
berley)  addressed  a  circular  despatch  to  the  governors 
of  the  colonies  aforesaid,  stating  the  views  of  her 
Majesty’s  government  in  reference  to  these  demands. 
This  despatch  was  carefully  considered  by  the  several 
governments  concerned,  and  their  opinions  freely  ex¬ 
pressed  upon  it.  In  reply  to  their  joint  statements,  a 
further  despatch  was  written  on  April  19,  1872,  by  the 
colonial  secretary,  which  explained  the  extent  to  which 
the  Imperial  government  was  willing  to  accede  to  their 
requirements.  While  desirous  to  satisfy  all  reasonable 
claims,  for  the  removal  of  restrictions  upon  commercial 
intercourse  between  the  Australian  colonies,  ‘  her 
Majesty’s  government  apprehend  that  the  constitutional 
right  of  the  Queen  to  conclude  treaties  binding  all 
parts  of  the  empire  cannot  be  questioned,  subject  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or 
of  the  colonial  parliaments,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  pass 
any  laws  which  may  be  required  to  bring  such  treaties 
into  operation.’  * 

‘  New  Zealand,  House  of  Rep.  South  Australia  Pari.  Proceed  1872, 
Jour.  1871,  App.  A.  No.  1,  a.  p.  4(3,  v.  3,  No.  104. 
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Inter:  i  In  February,  1873,  an  intercolonial  conference,  held 
commerce  at  Sydney,  New  South  Wales,  and  including  delegates 
trafia3"  from  the  colonies  above  mentioned,  as  well  as  from 
Queensland  and  Western  Australia,  after  duly  consider¬ 
ing  Lord  Kimberley’s  despatch  of  April  19,  1872,  and 
other  correspondence  on  the  subject,  resolved  again  to 
urge  the  claims  of  the  Australasian  colonies  for  the  re¬ 
moval  of  all  Imperial  restrictions  which  prevented  the 
establishment  of  intercolonial  commercial  reciprocity.11 
Australian  Upon  being  informed  by  telegram  of  the  proceed- 

Colomes  .  , ,  .  „  ,  J  °  r 

Duties  mgs  at  this  conference,  her  Majesty  s  government  lost 
Act-  no  time  in  submitting  to  parliament  a  bill  to  give  effect 
to  the  strongly  and  repeatedly  expressed  wish  of  the 
Australian  colonies  on  this  subject.  The  ‘  Australian 
Colonies  Duties’  Act,  1873,'  was  passed.  It  gives  full 
power  to  each  of  the  colonies  concerned  to  make  laws, 
imposing  or  remitting  duties,  whether  differential  or 
preferential  or  otherwise,  for  or  against  one  another. 
It  also  extends  the  powers  of  the  colonial  legislatures 
in  Australia  to  regulate  the  duties  on  the  importation 
of  articles,  not  the  growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of 
Australia  or  New  Zealand.  But  it  retains  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  differential  duties  on  goods  imported  into 
the  colonies  from  foreign  countries  or  from  Great 
Britain.  And  it  forbids  the  levying  of  duties  upon 
articles  imported  into  Australia  for  the  use  of  the  impe¬ 
rial  army  or  navy,  and  the  levying  or  remitting  of  any 
duty  contrary  to  or  at  variance  with  any  existing  treaty 
between  her  Majesty  and  any  foreign  nation/ 

On  November  26,  1880,  another  intercolonial  con¬ 
ference  was  opened  at  Melbourne,  at  which  delegates 
from  the  colonies  of  Victoria,  South  Australia,  and  New 


u  S.  Aust.  Pari.  Proc.  1873,  v. 
2,  No.  31. 

v  lb.  1873,  v.  3,  No.  59.  See  also 
Com.  Pap.  1873,  v.  49,  p.  27;  Act 


3G  Vic.  c.  22.  Hans.  D.  v.  215,  p 
2007  ;  v.  216,  p.  157.  And  see  Ad- 
derley,  Colonial  Policy,  p.  60. 
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Soil tli  Wales,  were  present.  Several  questions  of  inter¬ 
colonial  concern,  including  the  border  duties,  were 
then  discussed,  and  a  meeting  was  afterwards  held  in 
January  1881,  to  consider  of  the  establishment  of  a 
uniform  tariff  for  all  the  Australian  colonies,  and  also 
of  the  creation  of  a  federal  council,  and  of  a  uniform 
railway  system.  The  conference  closed  on  January  27, 
after  coming  to  a  partial  agreement  on  these  questions. 
Their  proceedings — together  with  despatches  from  the 
colonial  secretary  in  relation  to  the  questions  discussed  ; 
and  draft  bills,  for  giving  effect  to  their  several  recom¬ 
mendations — were  afterwards  laid  before  the  legis¬ 
latures  of  their  respective  colonies  and  became  law."’ 

In  January  1882  formal  arrangements  were  made 
between  the  governments  of  "V  ictoria  and  South  Aus¬ 
tralia,  for  the  admission  of  goods  from  one  colony  to 
the  other,  by  land,  without  payment  of  customs  duties.1 

From  1862  to  1880  no  less  than  eight  conferences  had  been  held 
— two  at  Sydney,  and  the  others  at  Melbourne — to  consider  matters 
affecting  the  interests  of  Australasia  generally,  aside  from  mere 
commercial  questions ;  but  though  a  variety  of  very  important 
subjects  had  from  time  to  time  been  ably  dealt  with  by  these  repre¬ 
sentative  assemblies,  little  or  no  result  came  of  their  deliberations.^ 
The  Hon.  D.  Gillies,  premier  of  ictoria,  in  a  speech  before  the 
federation  conference  of  1890,  assigned  as  a  reason  for  this:  ‘A 
number  of  intercolonial  conferences  have  been  held  from  time  to 
time,  but  in  nine  cases  out  of  ten  in  which  they  came  to  agreement 
on  the  questions  remitted  to  them  for  consideration,  as  to  the  lines 
upon  which  each  colony  should  legislate  by  itself,  from  one  cause  or 
another  the  majority  of  the  subjects  on  which  agreements  were 
arrived  at,  were  never  legislated  on  at  all.  Changes  of  govern¬ 
ments,  changes  of  situations  and  circumstances,  intervened  to 
prevent  local  legislation  on  many  of  the  subjects  in  reference  to 


w  S.  Aust.  Pari.  Proc.  Special  ferences  were  held  were  1st,  1862 ; 
Sess.  1881,  No.  2;  ib.  Sess.  1881,  2nd,  1867;  3rd,  1870;  4th,  1871; 
App.  Nos.  28,  34,  68 ;  N.  Zealand  5th,  1873 ;  6th,  1877 ;  7th,  1878 ; 
Pari.  Pap.  1881,  A.  3.  8th,  1880  ;  these  were  held  at  Mel- 

x  S.  Aust.  Pari.  Proc.  1882,  App.  bourne,  excepting  the  5th  and  6th, 
x.  No.  38.  held  at  Sydney.  Year  Book  of 

y  The  years  in  which  the  con-  Australia,  1891,  p.  13. 
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which  the  basis  of  legislation  had  been  laid  down  by  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  different  colonies  .  .  .  notwithstanding  that  it  was 
a  patent  fact  to  all  Australia  that  uniform  legislation  was  absolutely 
necessary  on  important  questions  on  which  there  was  great  confusion, 
and  in  reference  to  which  it  was  impossible  for  each  colony  to 
legislate  separately  on  its  own  lines.’ z 

In  1883  a  convention  was  held  at  Sydney,  primarily,  to  consider 
what  action  should  be  taken  to  secure  British  protection  over 
islands  in  the  Western  Pacific,  contiguous  to  the  Australian  coasts. 
I  he  action  of  Queensland,  as  noted  elsewhere,3  in  annexing  a  portion 
of  New  Guinea  to  that  colony  had  not  met  with  the  approval  of  her 
Majesty’s  government,  and  a  feeling  of  great  uneasiness  prevailed 
owing  to  rumoured  designs  of  Germany  on  that  island,  together 
with  the  alleged  intentions  of  France  to  increase  her  penal  colony 
at  New  Caledonia.  The  action  of  the  Imperial  government  in  having 
refused  to  recognise  the  course  taken  by  Queensland  in  the  annexa¬ 
tion  of  New  Guinea,  brought  home  to  the  minds  of  the  leading 
statesmen  of  Australia — in  a  way  that  never  had  been  done  before 
—the  desirability  of  having  some  form  of  federal  action,  whereby 
the  interests  of  the  colonies,  as  a  whole,  might  be  advanced  and 
dealt  with. 

Accordingly,  at  the  convention  held  at  Sydney  in  November 
1883,  which  had  been  convened  at  the  suggestion  of  Sir  Thomas 
Mcll wraith,  the  then  premier  of  Queensland,  to  consider  questions 
incidental  to  such  action,  resolutions  were  submitted  relating  to  the 
question  of  island  annexation,  likewise  a  federal  scheme  introduced 
on  motion  of  the  Hon.  S.  W.  Griffith,  premier  of  Queensland  : _ 

‘  That  a  committee  be  appointed  to  consider  and  report  upon 
the  best  mode  of  constituting  a  federal  Australasian  council,  and 
the  definition  of  its  functions  and  authority.’ b  This  resolution  was 
unanimously  adopted,  and  a  draft  bill  to  establish  a  federal  council 
of  Australasia,  subsequently  presented  to  the  convention,  was 
carried  on  motion  of  Mr.  Griffith  : — ‘  That  this  convention,  reco<*- 
nismg  that  the  time  has  not  yet  arrived  at  which  a  complete 
federal  union  of  the  Australasian  colonies  can  be  attained,  but  con¬ 
sidering  that  there  are  many  matters  of  general  interest  with 
respect  to  which  united  action  would  be  advantageous,  adopts  the 
accompanying  draft  bill  for  the  constitution  of  a  federal  council,  as 
defining  the  matters  upon  which  in  its  opinion  such  united  action 
is  both  desirable  and  practicable  at  the  present  time,  and  as  em- 


z  Speech  of  Hon.  D.  Gillies  at  "  See  ante,  p.  248. 

Federation  Conference  of  1890  in  b  Proceedings  of  the  Convention 
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bodying  the  provisions  best  adapted  to  secure  that  object  so  far  as  Austral- 
it  is  now  capable  of  attainment.’ 0  asian 

It  was  then  resolved  ‘  that  the  governments  represented  at  the 
convention  pledge  themselves  to  invite  the  legislatures  of  their  re¬ 
spective  colonies  to  pass  addresses  to  her  Majesty  praying  that  she 
may  be  pleased  to  cause  a  measure  to  be  submitted  to  the  Imperial 
parliament  for  the  purpose  of  constituting  a  federal  council  upon 
the  basis  of  the  draft  bill  adopted  by  this  convention.’ 

This  was  effected  by  the  Imperial  parliament  passing  in  1885 
£  an  act  to  constitute  a  federal  council  of  Australasia,’  which  was 
identical  with  the  draft  bill  passed  by  the  conference,  saving  an 
addition  of  the  thirty-first  clause,  giving  power  to  any  colony  to 
retire  from  federation  at  pleasure.  This  clause  rendered  the 
measure  a  permissive  one,  and  might  fairly  be  considered  as  dis¬ 
astrous  to  its  stability.  When  consulted  as  to  the  clause  by  the 
colonial  secretary,  the  governments  of  Queensland,  South  Australia, 

Tasmania,  and  Victoria,  strenuously  objected  to  it.d  Addresses, 
however,  were  passed  by  the  colonies  of  South  Australia,  Western 
Australia,  Fiji,  Tasmania,  Queensland,  and  Victoria,  favourable  to 
the  constitution,  but  New  South  Wales  and  New  Zealand  declined 
to  accept  it,  and  have  not  since  (1892)  consented. 

‘  The  Federal  Council  Act  itself  contains  the  principle  of  sub¬ 
sequent  adoption.  On  some  subjects  the  council  has  full  power  to 
legislate,  while  on  others,  brought  before  it  by  two  colonies,  it  has 
no  such  power  ;  but  its  acts  apply  only  to  the  colonies  from  which 
the  reference  came.’e 

The  council  held  its  first  session  in  January  1886  at  Hobart, 
and  met  on  three  subsequent  occasions.  Though  it  debated  on  im¬ 
portant  questions  affecting  the  welfare  of  all  the  colonies,  its  powers 
being  more  deliberative  than  legislative,  it  failed  to  give  satisfaction 
to  those  who  desired  federation. 

In  1889  the  importance  and  necessity  of  federation  was  brought  Australian 
very  prominently  before  the  public  throughout  Australia  from  a  defence, 
national  point  of  view,  that  of  a  uniform  system  of  defence.  As 
noticed  elsewhere,  the  Imperial  government  had  sent  a  distinguished 
officer  of  the  Ptoyal  Engineers,  Major-General  Edwards,  to  inspect 
and  report  on  the  military  forces  of  the  different  Australian  colonies. 

In  his  report  this  officer  pointed  out  the  weakness  of  their  systems 
of  military  organisation  in  the  event  of  the  various  colonies  having 
to  combine  for  joint  action  in  mutual  defence,  owing  to  a  lack  of 


c  Proceedings  of  the  Convention.  Britain,  v.  1,  p.  444. 
Com.  Pap.  1884,  v.  55,  p.  146.  e  Ii.  p.  445. 
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uniformity  of  administration,  their  inability  to  employ  their  forces 
beyond  their  own  borders,  and  the  break  of  gauge  existing  between 
the  colonies  on  the  railway  lines.  In  a  memorandum  attached  to 
his  report,  the  general  strongly  urged  a  common  system  of  defence  by 
a  federation  of  the  forces  of  the  colonies  under  an  Imperial  officer  of 
the  rank  of  lieutenant-general,  as  being  more  economical  and  efficient, 
and  concluded  by  stating  that  : — ‘If  the  Australian  colonies  had  to 
rely  at  any  time  solely  on  their  own  resources,  they  would  offer  such 
a  rich  and  tempting  prize  that  they  would  certainly  be  called  upon 
to  fight  for  their  independence,  and  isolated  as  Australia  would  be 
without  a  proper  supply  of  arms  and  ammunition — with  forces  which 
cannot  at  present  be  considered  efficient  in  comparison  with  any 
moderately  trained  army,  and  without  any  cohesion  or  power  of  com¬ 
bination  for  mutual  defence  among  the  different  colonies — its  position 
would  be  one  of  great  danger.  Looking  to  the  state  of  affairs  in 
Europe,  and  to  the  fact  that  it  is  the  unforeseen  which  happens  in 
war,  the  defence  forces  should  at  once  be  placed  on  a  proper  footing, 
but  this  is,  however,  quite  impossible  without  a  federation  of  the 
forces  of  the  different  colonies.’1' 

On  receipt  of  this  report  the  premier  of  New  South  Wales, 
Sir  Henry  Parkes,  communicated  with  the  premiers  of  the  other 
colonies,  calling  attention  to  its  recommendations,  and  suggesting  a 
consultation  on  the  questions  involved.  This  resulted  in  a  confer¬ 
ence  being  held  at  Melbourne  on  February  6,  1890,  all  the  colonies 
being  represented,  the  deliberations  lasting  till  the  14th  of  the  same 
month.  The  conference  passed  an  address  to  her  Majesty,  which 
concluded  by  stating  : — 

‘We  most  respectfully  inform  your  Majesty  that,  after  mature 
deliberation,  we  have  unanimously  agreed  to  the  following  reso¬ 
lutions  : — 

‘1.  That,  in  the  opinion  of  this  conference,  the  best  interests 
and  the  present  and  future  prosperity  of  the  Australian  colonies 
will  be  promoted  by  an  early  union  under  the  Crown  ;  and,  while 
fully  recognising  the  valuable  services  of  the  members  of  the  con¬ 
vention  of  1883  in  founding  the  federal  council,  it  declares  its 
opinion  that  the  seven  years  which  have  since  elapsed  have  deve¬ 
loped  the  national  life  of  Australia  in  population,  in  wealth,  in  the 
discovery  of  resources,  and  in  self-governing  capacity  to  an  extent 
which  justifies  the  higher  act,  at  all  times  contemplated,  of  the 
union  of  these  colonies,  under  one  legislative  and  executive  govern¬ 
ment,  on  principles  just  to  the  several  colonies. 

‘  2.  That  to  the  union  of  the  Australian  colonies  contemplated 
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by  the  foregoing  resolution,  the  remoter  Australasian  colonies  shall 
be  entitled  to  admission  at  such  times  and  on  such  conditions  as 
may  be  hereafter  agreed  upon. 

‘  3.  That  the  members  of  the  conference  should  take  such  steps 
as  may  be  necessary  to  induce  the  legislatures  of  their  respective 
colonies  to  appoint,  during  the  present  year,  delegates  to  a  national 
Australasian  convention,  empowered  to  consider  and  report  upon  an 
adequate  scheme  for  a  federal  constitution. 

‘  4.  That  the  convention  should  consist  of  not  more  than  seven 
members  from  each  of  the  self-governing  colonies,  and  not  more  than 
four  members  from  each  of  the  Crown  colonies.’ g 

A  national  Australasian  convention  was  accordingly  called,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  above  resolution,  which  met  at  Sydney  on  March  2, 1891, 
and  closed  its  proceedings  on  the  9th  of  the  following  month,  to 
which  all  the  colonies  sent  representatives  according  to  the  number 
agreed  upon  at  the  federation  conference  of  1890. 

Deep  interest  was  manifested  throughout  the  country  in  the 
proceedings  of  the  convention,  as  shown  by  the  receipt  of  commu¬ 
nications  from  public  institutions  and  societies  addressed  to  the 
president  and  delegates  expressive  of  the  hope  of  the  adoption  of  a 
federal  constitution. 

On  March  18  the  following  resolutions,  after  having  passed 
through  the  various  stages  of  deliberation,  were  adopted  : — 

‘  That  in  order  to  establish  and  secure  an  enduring  foundation 
for  the  structure  of  a  federal  government,  the  principles  embodied  in 
the  resolutions  following  be  agreed  to  : — 

‘  1.  That  the  powers  and  privileges  and  territorial  rights  of  the 
several  existing  colonies  shall  remain  intact,  except  in  respect  to 
such  surrenders  as  may  be  agreed  upon  as  necessary  and  incidental 
to  the  power  and  authority  of  the  national  federal  government. 

<2.  No  new  state  shall  be  formed  by  separation  from  another 
state,  nor  shall  any  state  be  formed  by  the  junction  of  two  or  more 
states  or  parts  of  states,  without  the  consent  of  the  legislatures  of 
the  states  concerned,  as  well  as  of  the  federal  parliament. 

‘  3.  That  the  trade  and  intercourse  between  the  federated  colonies, 


s  Correspondence, &c.,  on  F edera- 
tion  Conference  in  Australia  Com. 
Pap.  1890,  v.  49.  p.  139.  In  moving 
the  first  of  the  above  resolutions, 
Sir  Henry  Parkes  read  extracts  to 
the  conference  from  a  report  of  a 
select  committee  of  the  Victorian 
legislative  assembly,  dated  Sept.  8, 
1857,  little  more  than  a  year  after 


responsible  government  had  been 
introduced  in  that  colony,  in  which 
arguments  advocating  federation 
were  most  forcibly  and  conclusively 
advanced.  Sir  Henry  Parkes’ s 
Speeches  on  Federal  Government 
of  Australia,  pp.  83-85.  8vo.  Syd¬ 
ney,  1890. 
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whether  by  means  of  land  carriage  or  coastal  navigation,  shall  be 
absolutely  free. 

‘  4.  That  the  power  and  authority  to  impose  customs  duties  and 
duties  of  excise  upon  goods  the  subject  of  customs  duties,  and  to 
offer  bounties  shall  be  exclusively  lodged  in  the  federal  government 
and  parliament,  subject  to  such  disposal  of  the  revenues  thence 
derived  as  shall  be  agreed  upon. 

‘  5.  That  the  military  and  naval  defence  of  Australia  shall  b,e 
entrusted  to  federal  forces,  under  one  command. 

‘6.  That  provision  should  be  made  in  the  federal  constitution 
Avhich  will  enable  each  state  to  make  such  amendments  in  its  con¬ 
stitution  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  federation,’ 

Subject  to  these  and  other  necessary  conditions,  this  convention 
approves  of  the  framing  of  a  federal  constitution  which  shall  esta¬ 
blish — 

‘1.  A  parliament,  to  consist  of  a  senate  and  a  house  of  represen¬ 
tatives,  the  former  consisting  of  an  equal  number  of  members  from 
each  colony,  to  be  elected  by  a  system  which  shall  provide  for  the 
periodical  retirement  of  one-third  of  the  members,  so  securing  to 
the  body  itself  a  perpetual  existence  combined  with  definite  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  the  electors,  the  latter  to  be  elected  by  districts 
formed  on  a  population  basis,  and  to  possess  the  sole  power  of 
originating  all  bills  appropriating  revenue  or  imposing  taxation. 

‘2.  A  judiciary,  consisting  of  a  federal  supreme  court,  which 
shall  constitute  a  high  court  of  appeal  for  Australia. 

‘  3.  An  executive,  consisting  of  a  governor-general,  and  such 
persons  as  may  from  time  to  time  be  appointed  as  his  advisers.’ h 

These  resolutions  were  submitted  to  three  committees,  the  1st 
on  constitutional  machinery  and  distribution  of  functions  and 
poAvers  :  the  2nd  on  provisions  relating  to  finance,  taxation,  and 
trade  regulations  :  the  3rd  on  establishment  of  a  federal  judiciary, 
its  powers  and  functions.  From  the  result  of  the  deliberations  of 
these  committees,  the  first  committee  Avas  instructed  by  resolution 
to  draft  a  bill  for  the  establishment  of  a  federal  constitution.  On 
April  1  a  draft  bill  ‘  to  constitute  the  commonwealth  of  Australia  ’ 
was  presented  to  the  convention  for  consideration,  and  after  nine 
days  deliberation  adopted.  Resolutions  AArere  carried  that  provi¬ 
sion  be  made  by  the  parliaments  of  the  several  colonies  for  sub¬ 
mitting  for  the  approA’al  of  the  people  of  the  colonies  respectively 
the  constitution  as  framed  by  the  convention  ;  and  that  so  soon  as 
the  constitution  has  been  adopted  by  three  of  the  colonies,  her 


11  Official  record  of  Proceedings  Convention,  p.  61. 
and  Debates  of  National  Australian  1891. 
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Majesty’s  government  be  requested  to  take  the  necessary  action  to 
establish  the  constitution  in  respect  of  those  colonies. 

Under  the  bill  the  legislative  powers  of  the  commonwealth  are 
vested  in  a  federal  parliament,  consisting  of  her  Majesty,  through 
her  representative,  a  governor-general,  a  senate,  and  a  house  of  re¬ 
presentatives.  The  senate  is  to  be  composed  of  eight  members  from 
each  state  or  colony,  directly  chosen  by  the  houses  of  parliament  of 
the  several  states  ;  the  term  for  which  a  senator  is  chosen  being 
six  years.  The  house  of  representatives  is  to  be  composed  of 
members  in  proportion  to  population,  one  for  every  thirty  thousand, 
elected  every  three  years  by  the  people  of  the  several  states.  Pro¬ 
vision  is  made  for  the  establishment  of  a  supreme  court,  appeals  to 
which  shall  be  final,  saving  when  the  Queen  may  in  the  public 
interests  grant  leave  to  appeal  to  the  privy  council.  Any  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  constitution  must  be  passed  by  an  absolute  majority  of 
the  senate  and  house  of  representatives,  and  has  thereupon  to  be 
submitted  to  conventions  to  be  elected  by  the  electors  of  the  several 
states  for  final  settlement,  subject  to  the  Queen’s  power  of  disallow¬ 
ance.  A  full  text  of  the  bill  will  be  found  in  £  Imperial  Commons 
Papers,’  1891,  c.  6466. 

It  is  a  well-understood  principle  that  the  privileges 
and  advantages,  commercial  or  otherwise,  which  have 
been  accorded  to  a  nation,  pursuant  to  any  treaty  or 
convention  entered  into  with  another  nation,  do  merely 
extend  to  the  particular  state  or  sovereign  power  which 
has  contracted  the  same,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  colonial 
possessions  of  such  power  unless  they  are  expressly 
named  in  the  treaty ;  and  that  colonies  not  so  expressly 
included  cannot  claim  to  be  admitted  to  share  in  the 
treaty  privileges  enjoyed  by  the  mother  country,  as  of 
right,  on  the  ground  that  they  form  part  of  the  empire. 
The  colonies  of  a  high  contracting  power,  not  included 
in  a  treaty,  can  only  be  admitted  to  a  participation  in 

a  further  treaty  or  conven¬ 
tion  made  on  their  behalf ;  or  by  a  law,  to  be  passed  by 
the  foreign  state,  admitting  them  to  the  enjoyment  of 
the  advantages  sought  to  be  attained.1 

O  O 


the  benefits  of  the  same  by 


Aus¬ 

tralian 

federa¬ 

tion. 


Extension 
of  treaty 
privileges 
to  colo¬ 
nies. 


1  See  diplomatic  correspondence  nada  Sess.  Pap.  1876,  No.  42.  Cor- 
eoncerning  British  Columbia.  Ca-  respondence  respecting  the  duty  on 


266  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Treaty 

privileges 

to 

colonies. 


But,  in  point  of  fact,  in  the  treaties  of  commerce  and 
navigation  now  in  force  between  Great  Britain  and 
upwards  of  forty  independent  foreign  powers,  such 
treaties  have  been  expressly  made  applicable  to  the 
British  £  dominions,’  ‘  possessions,’  or  ‘  colonies,’  ex¬ 
cept  in  the  case  of  the  following  nations  ;  viz.  China, 
Japan,  Muscat,  Siam,  and  the  Sandwich  Islands,  France, 
Spain,  the  Netherlands,  and  the  United  States  of 
America.  As  regards  the  coasting  trade,  it  is  custo¬ 
mary  to  provide  that  the  privilege  of  sharing  therein 
shall  only  be  granted  to  those  colonies  and  foreign  pos¬ 
sessions  of  any  contracting  power  of  which  the  coasting- 
trade  shall  have  been,  or  shall  be  hereafter,  open  to 
foreign  vessels  upon  equal  terms.3' 

The  Italian  and  French  governments,  having  noti- 
fied  the  British  government  of  their  intention  to 
terminate  the  existing  commercial  treaties  between 
themselves  and  Great  Britain,  and  propositions  being- 
entertained  for  the  negotiation  of  fresh  treaties,  her 
Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs,  on  Dec. 
31,  1877,  communicated  with  the  colonial  secretary  in 
reference  to  the  inclusion  of  the  colonies  therein.  In 
reply,  Lord  Carnarvon  intimated  the  propriety  of  con¬ 
sulting  the  governors  of  colonies  possessing  responsible 
government  in  reference  to  the  terms  of  the  proposed 
treaties  before  deciding  upon  the  same.  He  accord- 
ingly  addressed  a  circular  despatch  to  the  principal 
colonial  governments,  transmitting  a  copy  of  a  draft 
article,  for  insertion  in  future  treaties  of  commerce, 
applying  the  same  to  the  British  colonies,  but  with 
the  understanding  that  no  treaty  with  a  foreign  power 
shall  include  or  extend  to  any  British  colony  which 


Canadian  ships  sold  in  France,  on  July  31,  1879,  and  their  special 
ante,  p.  247-re. .  provisions,  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1880, 

J  See  the  list  of  treaties  in  force  No.  26. 
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may  desire  to  be  exempted  from  the  operation  of  the 
same.k 

This  article  is  as  follows :  £  The  stipulations  of  the 
present  treaty  shall  be  applicable  to  the  colonies  and 
foreign  possessions  of  the  two  high  contracting  parties 
named  in  this  article.’  [Here  insert  the  names  of  the 
colonies,  &c.,  to  be  included  in  the  treaty.]  They 
‘  shall  also  be  applicable  to  any  colony  or  foreign 
possession,  &c.,  not  included  in  this  article,  upon  the 
conclusion  by  the  two  high  contracting  parties  of  a 
supplementary  convention  to  that  effect,’  within  a  speci¬ 
fied  time  after  the  ratification  of  such  treaty.1 

Accordingly,  in  the  same  years  new  treaties  of  commerce  were 
signed  between  Great  Britain  and  Boumania,  the  republic  of  Equa- 
dor  and  Montenegro,  but  by  special  request  from  the  dominion  of 
Canada  and  from  the  colonies  in  South  Africa,  they  were  exempted 
from  the  provisions  of  the  same.”1  But  objections  taken  by  Canada 
to  a  new  treaty  with  Servia,  and  a  request  to  be  relieved,  as  soon  as 
possible,  from  the  operation  of  existing  commercial  treaties  with 
Belgium  and  Germany,  have  hitherto  been  unsuccessful,  owing  to 
difficulties  raised  in  those  countries  respectively.11  In  a  new  Anglo- 
French  treaty,  agreed  upon  in  1882,  the  British  colonies  were  not 
included.  This  led  to  grave  remonstrances  on  behalf  of  certain  of 
the  principal  colonies.  In  reply  the  Earl  of  Kimberley  (colonial 
secretary)  intimated  that  the, French  government  were  unwilling 
that  the  colonies  should  participate  in  the  advantages  of  the  new 
tariff  arrangements,  because  of  the  high  duties  placed  on  the  impor¬ 
tation  therein  of  French  goods,  and  because  of  ‘the  customs  auto¬ 
nomy  of  some  of  the  colonies,  and  the  inability  of  her  Majesty’s 
government  to  bind  them.’0 

In  1880  and  1881  correspondence  passed  between  Sir  A.  T. 
Galt,  on  behalf  of  Canada  and  the  colonial  and  foreign  offices,  which 
resulted  in  the  Imperial  government  consenting  that  the  government 
of  Canada  should  hereafter  be  relieved  from  the  obligation  of  any 
new  treaties  with  foreign  powers  to  which  objection  was  taken  \ 


k  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1881,  m  Com.  Pap.  1881,  v.  99,  p.  813. 

App.  A.  2,  pp.  7-9.  Hon.  G.  E.  n  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1883,  No.  89 ; 

Foster  in  Canadian  Hansard,  1890,  Can.  Hans.  D.  1890,  pp.  3667-08. 
p.  1184.  0  The  Colonies,  March  31,  1882, 

1  New  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1878,  p.  7. 

App.  A.  2,  pp.  9-12. 
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that  Canada  should  have  the  option  of  acceptance  or  refusal ;  and 
that  her  high  commissioner  should  be,  as  far  as  practicable,  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  Imperial  agents  in  the  negotiation  of  all  foreign 
treaties  in  which  Canada  was  interested. p  Sir  Charles  Tupper  was 
appointed  in  1883,  also  in  1888  co-plenipotentiary,  with  Imperial 
representatives,  to  conduct  negotiations  with  Spain,  likewise  in  the 
latter  year  to  negotiate  with  the  United  States  ;  and  again  in 
1892-3  to  regulate  commercial  relations  between  Canada  and 
France  respecting  customs  tariffs,  i 

By  this  means  the  Imperial  government  is  endea¬ 
vouring  to  secure  for  her  colonies  the  benefits  she 
has  herself  obtained  by  the  negotiation  of  commercial 
treaties  with  foreign  powers ;  while,  at  the  same  time, 
she  retains  in  her  own  hands  the  right  of  deciding 
upon  the  terms  of  all  treaties,  and  the  extent  to  which 
it  may  be  expedient  to  apply  the  same  to  the  colonial 
possessions  of  the  empire/ 

But  though  the  Imperial  government  has  strictly 
maintained  the  principle  that  the  negotiation  of  treaties 
with  foreign  powers  is  a  matter  of  Imperial  concern, 
to  be  conducted  only  by  agents  specially  authorised 
by  the  Crown,  and  by  ministers  directly  responsible  to 
the  British  Parliament,8  a  concession  has  been  made  in 
repeated  instances  to  the  dominion  of  Canada,  in  the 
negotiation  of  treaties  between  her  Majesty  and  the 
United  States  of  America  which  have  a  special  bearing 
upon  Canadian  interests. 

In  the  years  1871,  1872,  and  1873  much  correspondence  passed 
between  the  Imperial  and  Australian  governments,  with  a  view  to 
the  modification  of  the  treaty-making  power,  so  as  to  enable  certain 
of  the  principal  colonies  of  Great  Britain  to  make  reciprocal  arrange- 


p  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  73; 
ib.  1883,  No.  89. 

»  Can.  Hans.  D.  1890,  p.  3G70 ; 
Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1888,  No.  36;  Ib. 
1893. 

r  For  the  advantages  accruing 
to  Canada  by  the  present  system  of 
negotiating  commercial  treaties, 


subservient  to  Imperial  interests, 
see  a  review  of  the  whole  question 
contained  in  a  speech  by  the  Hon. 
G.  E.  Foster,  Finance  Minister  in 
the  Canadian  House  of  Commons, 
Can.  Hans.  D.  1890,  pp.  1181-1194. 

s  See  B.  N.  A.  Act,  1867,  sec. 
132  ;  South  Africa  Act,  1877,  sec.  54. 
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ments  with  foreign  states.  But  the  Imperial  government  would  not 
surrender  the  prerogative  rights  and  obligations  of  the  Crown  in  its 
international  relations,  and  would  only  consent  to  such  a  modification 
of  the  existing  practice  as  would  place  the  Australian  colonies,  practi¬ 
cally,  in  a  position  towards  each  other  similar  to  that  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces  which  form  part  of  the  dominion  of  Canada.  This  concession 
was  embodied  in  the  Australian  Colonies  Duties  Act,  1873,  already 
referred  to.1  On  March  21,  1870,  a  motion  was  introduced  in  the 
Canadian  House  of  Commons,  for  an  address  to  the  governor-general 
to  urge  the  expediency  of  obtaining  from  the  Imperial  government  all 
necessary  powers  to  enable  the  government  of  the  dominion  to  enter 
into  direct  communication  with  other  British  possessions,  and  with 
foreign  powers,  for  the  purpose  of  extending  the  trade  and  commerce 
of  Canada  abroad.  An  amendment  was  proposed  to  this  motion  on 
the  part  of  ministers,  deprecating  any  attempt  to  enter  into  treaties 
with  foreign  powers  ‘without  the  strong  and  direct  support  of  the 
mother  country,’  and  asserting  that  the  object  in  view  ‘  can  be  best 
obtained  by  the  concurrent  action  of  the  Imperial  and  Canadian 
governments.’  This  amendment  was  agreed  to  on  a  division.  On 
April  21,  1882,  Feb.  18,  1889,  and  April  7,  1892,  similar  motions 
were  again  made,  in  the  Canadian  House  of  Commons,  by  the  Hon. 
E.  Blake,  Sir  R.  J.  Cartwright,  and  Hon.  D.  Mills  respectively,  but 
they  were  negatived  on  division."  The  formal  steps  necessary  to 
empower  agents  sent  from  a  British  colony  for  the  purpose  of  ob¬ 
taining  an  extension  of  commercial  relations  between  such  colony 
and  any  foreign  country,  and  the  proceedings  required  to  give  effect 
to  the  same, — so  as  to  bring  into  the  shape  of  international  engage¬ 
ments  whatever  arrangements  might  be  ultimately  considered 
acceptable,  as  well  to  the  colonies  concerned  as  also  to  the  foreign 
powers  in  question, — are  detailed  in  a  memorandum  from  the  under¬ 
secretary  of  foreign  affairs  (Mr.  Hammond)  to  the  under-secretary 
at  the  Colonial  Office  dated  Nov.  11,  1865.v 

In  1871  the  prime  minister  of  Canada  (Sir  John  A. 
Macdonald)  was  appointed  by  the  Queen  to  be  one  of 


1  (See  ante,  p.  258.)  For  the 
correspondence  on  this  subject,  see 
Com.  Pap.  1872,  v.  42,  p.  739;  ib. 
1873,  v.  49,  p.  27.  Also,  New  Zea¬ 
land  House  of  Repres.  Jour.  1871, 
App.  v.  1,  p.  48;  ib.  1872,  App.  A. 
No.  1,  pp.  27,  47.  Ib.  1873,  App. 
A.  No.  1,  p.  13  ;  No.  2,  pp.  7-12. 

u  See  Canadian  Hansard,  1890, 
p.  3666,  for  a  review  of  the  question 
by  General  Laurie  on  his  motion 


for  a  return  of  all  communications 
that  passed  between  the  Imperial 
and  dominion  governments  with 
reference  to  the  abrogation  of  articles 
in  treaties  of  commerce  between  the 
governments  of  Great  Britain  and 
foreign  nations  that  preclude  pre¬ 
ferential  fiscal  treatment  of  goods  of 
British  and  colonial  production  by 
the  dominion  government. 

v  Com.  Pap.  1873,  v.  49,  p.  42. 


Attempts 
at  further 
conces¬ 
sions. 


270  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Recipro¬ 
city  nego¬ 
tiations  of 
1874 
between 
Canada 
and 

U.  States. 


her  high  commissioners  and  plenipotentiaries  to  frame 
and  conclude  upon  the  treaty  of  Washington,  expressly 
to  represent  Canada  upon  the  commission,  and  in  order 
that  the  important  questions  relating  to  the  trade  and 
commerce  and  fisheries  of  Canada  might  be  duly  con¬ 
sidered  and  determined  upon  with  the  assistance  of  the 
most  competent  authority. w 

Previously  to  this  important  concession  to  Canadian  interests, 
the  Imperial  government  had,  in  1865,  cordially  assented  that  the 
British  minister  at  Washington  should  ‘act  in  concert  with  the 
government  of  Canada  ’  in  negotiating  with  the  American  govern¬ 
ment  for  a  renewal  of  the  reciprocity  treaty. x 

Again,  in  1874,  the  Imperial  government  acquiesced 
in  a  proposal,  made  by  the  privy  council  of  Canada 
through  the  governor- general,  that  the  British  minis¬ 
ter  at  Washington  should  be  authorised  to  enter  into 
negotiations  with  the  government  of  the  United  States 
for  a  treaty  to  establish  reciprocal  trade,  between  Canada 
and  the  United  States.  And  they  agreed  to  associate 
with  the  British  minister  a  commissioner  (Senator 
George  Brown)  named  by  the  Canadian  government ; 
but  with  the  distinct  understanding  that  the  Canadian 
commissioner  should  act  under  Imperial  instructions, 
and  that  all  propositions  to  be  made  to  the  American 
government  should  be  previously  submitted  to  her 
Majesty’s  secretary  of  state. 

The  dominion  government  expressed  their  appre¬ 
ciation  of  the  regard  shown  to  their  proposals,  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  reciprocity  with  the  United  States,  by  her 
Majesty’s  government,  and  promised  that  they  would 
not  suggest  any  modification,  in  matters  of  trade  and 


w  Governor-general’s  Speech  to  1871,  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1872,  No. 
Parliament  of  Canada,  on  Feb.  15,  18. 

1871.  Despatch  of  the  Earl  of  Kim-  x  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1867-68,  No. 
berley  (colonial  secretary)  to  Go-  63;  ib.  1869,  No.  59. 
vernor-General  Lisgar,  of  June  17, 


I 
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commerce,  which  would  injuriously  affect  Imperial  Eecipro- 
interestS.  citynego- 

In  June,  1874,  a  draft  commercial  treaty  was  agreed  1874. 
upon  by  the  British,  Canadian,  and  American  commis¬ 
sioners,  and  submitted  for  the  ratification  of  the  Impe¬ 
rial  government  and  of  the  United  States  senate.  It 
was  approved  by  her  Majesty’s  government,  but  failed 
to  receive  the  sanction  of  the  American  senate/ 

On  Nov.  26,  1874,  while  these  negotiations  were  still 
pending,  a  deputation  from  certain  British  chambers 
of  commerce  waited  upon  the  secretary  of  state  for 
foreign  affairs  (Lord  Derby)  and  the  secretary  of  state 
for  the  colonies  (Lord  Carnarvon),  to  express  their  fears 
that  the  proposed  reciprocity  treaty  between  Canada 
and  the  United  States  was  likely  to  prove  prejudicial  to 
important  branches  of  British  industry  ;  and  that,  con¬ 
trary  to  the  rule  hitherto  invariably  observed  in  such 
treaties,  it  would  place  the  mother  country  in  a  worse 
position,  commercially,  than  other  countries,  in  regard 
to  the  importation  of  British  goods  into  Canada. 

Entirely  concurring  in  the  conviction  that  it  was 
the  bounden  duty  of  her  Majesty’s  government  to 
insist  that  British  trade  should  not  be  placed  at  a  dis¬ 
advantage,  as  compared  with  other  countries,  in  any 
treaties  which  might  be  entered  into  on  behalf  of  colo¬ 
nies, — and  also  to  forbid  the  imposition  of  differential 
duties  in  favour  of  the  United  States,  as  against  Great 
Britain,  in  any  such  treaty, — Lord  Derby  assured  the 
deputation  that  there  was  no  intention,  on  the  part 
of  her  Majesty’s  government,  to  allow  such  a  distinc¬ 
tion  to  be  drawn,  and  nothing  in  the  proposed  treaty 
to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  Canadian  govern¬ 
ment  were  in  favour  of  it.  As  to  whether  the  effect 
of  the  treaty  would  be  to  increase  taxation  on  other 


y  Com.  Pap.  1874,  v.  75,  pp.  931-956. 
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than  British  goods,  that  was  a  question  hereafter  to  be 
considered  by  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies. 
Satisfied  with  these  assurances,  the  deputation  with¬ 
drew.2  Nevertheless,  in  1878,  the  restrictive  policy 
towards  Canada  was  abandoned  by  the  mother  country, 
and  the  dominion  parliament  was  permitted  to  adopt 
whatever  form  of  commercial  legislation  they  might 
consider  to  be  best  suited  to  Canadian  interests, 
wholly  irrespective  of  the  commercial  policy  of  the 
mother  country. a 

In  1879  the  Imperial  authorities  permitted  Sir  A. 
Galt,  as  representing  the  Canadian  government,  to  share 
in  the  conduct  of  negotiations  for  improved  commercial 
intercourse  between  Canada,  France,  and  Spain.13  In 
the  following  year,  as  has  been  already  stated,0  further 
concessions  were  granted  to  Canada,  to  enable  her  to 
exercise  a  discretion  in  accepting  or  rejecting  future 
commercial  treaties  between  Great  Britain  and  foreign 
countries. 

Finally,  it  should  be  observed  that  the  responsibility 
of  determining  what  is  the  true  construction  of  a 
treaty,  made  by  her  Majesty  with  any  foreign  power, 
must  remain  with  the  Imperial  government,  who  can 
alone  decide  how  far  Great  Britain  should  insist  upon 
the  strict  enforcement  of  treaty  rights,  whatever 
opinions  may  be  entertained  upon  the  subject  in  any 
colony  specially  concerned  therein. 

The  following  cases,  of  comparatively  recent  date, 
will  illustrate  this  doctrine  : — 

In  1884  negotiations  calculated  to  be  beneficial  to  the  West 
Indies  were  opened  up  between  those  colonies  and  the  United 
States,  which  resulted  in  an  agreement  being  drafted  between 


2  London  Times,  Nov.  27,  1874,  b  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1880,  No.  104. 
P-  6-  See  ante,  p.  23G. 

a  Can.  Stat.  42  Vic.  15.  And  c  See  ante ,  p.  2G7. 
see  ante,  p.  230. 
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these  governments  whereby  some  thirty-four  articles  of  West  Indian 
produce,  including  sugar,  under  a  certain  grade,  were  to  be  admitted 
free  into  the  United  States. d  This  project  failed  to  receive  the 
approval  of  her  Majesty’s  government,  owing  to  ‘the  economic 
principles  which  it  involved,  and  the  revolution  which  the  principles 
it  contained  would,  if  universally  accepted,  effect  in  the  value  of  the 
conventional  stipulations  as  to  commerce  now  existing  between  the 
various  nations  of  the  earth.’ e  It  was  also  contended  by  the  Impe¬ 
rial  authorities,  as  an  objection,  that  it  would  place  a  restriction  ‘  on 
the  liberty  of  each  party  to  deal  freely  with  its  own  tariffs,  without 
the  constant  fear  that  the  changes  contemplated  may  lead  to  the 
denunciation  of  the  treaty,’  and  in  such  a  contingency  would  press 
more  heavily  on  the  West  Indies,  which  would  not  have  the  facilities 
of  the  United  States  in  finding  another  market  for  their  produce. 
Again,  that  the  United  States  ships  engaged  in  the  West  Indies 
trade  would  be  on  a  better  footing  than  would  other  foreign  vessels 
engaged  in  the  same  trade  under  the  most  favoured  nation  treaty 
clauses/ 

In  October  1890  the  United  States  Congress  passed  an  act  en¬ 
titled  ‘  An  act  to  reduce  the  revenue  and  equalise  the  duties  on 
lmpoi ts,  known  as  the  ‘  IMcIvmley  Act.’  Under  the  reciprocity 
clause  of  this  act,  3rd  section,  certain  items  are  placed  on  the  free 
list  with  a  view  to  secure  reciprocal  trade  with  countries  producing 
the  articles  specified  in  the  act,  more  particularly  the  West  Indies. 
By  this  section  of  the  act  the  president  is  empowered  to  levy 
special  rates  of  duty  on  the  articles  thus  scheduled,  when  reciprocal 
favours  are  not  granted  by  these  colonies,  in  return,  to  products  of 
the  United  States. 

The  American  government  invited  the  attention  of  the  various 
West  Indian  colonies  to  the  above  legislation,  and  expressed  a  desire 
to  enter  into  reciprocal  trade  relations  with  them.  The  matter  was 
referred  to  her  Majesty’s  government  for  consideration,  which 
resulted  in  negotiations  being  again  opened  up  between  the  respec¬ 
tive  governments.  Permission  was  granted  the  colonies  interested 
to  send  delegates  to  advise  the  British  minister  at  Washington  on 
questions  of  local  and  technical  detail,  but  they  were  not  directly  to 
take  part  in  the  negotiation,  nor  were  they  permitted  to  arrange  any 
separate  terms  for  their  respective  colonies. s 

A  satisfactory  understanding  was  arrived  at,  and  the  conclusions 


d  Com.  Pap.  1884-85,  v.  71,  p.  arrangements  negotiated  between 

Great  Britain  and  United  States  on 
lb.  p.  96.  West  Indies  Trade,  Com.  Pap.  1892. 

f  lb.  p.  98.  C.  6680. 
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of  the  conference  at  Washington  received  the  ratification  of  the  Im¬ 
perial  government,  after  the  various  West  Indian  governments  con¬ 
cerned  had  modified  their  tariffs  to  carry  out  its  effect.  Under  these 
conditions  it  was  estimated  that  the  annual  loss  to  the  revenue  of 
the  colonies  of  British  Guiana,  Trinidad,  Leeward  Islands,  St. 
Lucia,  St.  Vincent  and  Barbados,  in  lowering  their  tariffs  to  meet 
the  proposals  of  the  American  government,  would  amount,  in  the 
aggregate,  to  67,500Z.h 

On  Oct.  22,  1890,  the  dominion  government  received  from  the 
colonial  secretary  a  telegraphic  message,  to  the  effect  that  the  Im¬ 
perial  authorities  had  consented  to  negotiate  with  the  United 
States  government  with  a  view  to  an  arrangement  under  which  fish 
and  other  products  of  Newfoundland,  irrespective  of  the  interests  of 
Canada,  were  to  be  admitted  into  the  U nitecl  States  free  of  duty,  in 
return  for  concessions  to  be  made  by  Newfoundland  regarding  the 
purchase  of  bait  by  United  States  fishermen.  The  high  commis¬ 
sioner  for  Canada  was  instructed  to  protest  against  such  an  arrange¬ 
ment,  which  would  injuriously  affect  the  commercial  interests  of  the 
dominion.1  After  a  lengthy  correspondence,  the  colonial  secretary, 
in  a  despatch  to  the  governor  of  Newfoundland,  dated  Feb.  12,  1891, 
stated  : — 

‘  Her  Majesty’s  government  have  raised  no  objection  on  prin¬ 
ciple  to  a  separate  negotiation  with  a  foreign  power  on  behalf  of  one 
colony  only.  It  may  be  in  some  cases  possible  so  to  define  the  limits 
of  the  proposed  commercial  arrangements  as  to  procure  what  the 
particular  colony  desires  without  prejudicing  the  interests  of  those 
other  portions  of  the  empire  which  are  not  included  in  the  arrange¬ 
ment.  It  will  be  within  your  recollection  that  this  subject  was  dis¬ 
cussed  with  much  attention  at  the  colonial  conference  held  in 
London  in  1887  )  and,  although  the  balance  of  opinion  in  the  con¬ 
ference  was  against  such  separate  arrangements,  it  was  admitted 
that  her  Majesty’s  government  could  not,  having  regard  to  the  pre¬ 
cedents  which  had  been  established,  refuse  to  consider  the  merits  of 
a  commercial  arrangement  desired  by  one  colony  only,  and  the  effect 
which  it  might  have  on  other  British  and  colonial  interests  .  .  . 
and  (in  this  case)  it  also  became  apparent  that  the  United  States 
government  was  not  disposed  to  extend  to  Canada  the  same  limited 


h  Correspondence  on  commer¬ 
cial  arrangements  negotiated  be¬ 
tween  Great  Britain  and  United 
States  on  West  Indies  Trade.  Com. 
Pap.  1892,  C.  6C80,  p.  G7. 

1  Com.  Pap.  1891,  C.  G303,  pp.  7, 
14.  For  report  of  privy  council  of 


Canada  on  the  proposed  draft  con¬ 
vention,  and  a  remodelled  draft  be¬ 
tween  Newfoundland  and  United 
States,  pointing  out  injurious  effects 
either  would  have  on  the  commer¬ 
cial  interests  of  Canada,  see  ib. 
pp.  18-24,  3G,  37. 
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arrangement  as  it  might  be  willing  to  adopt  in  the  case  of  New¬ 
foundland  alone.O  The  negotiations  accordingly  fell  through. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  legislature  in  any  colony  is 
free  to  determine  whether  or  not  to  pass  laws  necessary 
to  give  effect  to  a  treaty  entered  into  between  the 
Imperial  government  and  any  foreign  power,  but  in 
which  such  colony  has  a  direct  interests 

Complaints  of  the  non-observance  by  foreigners  of 
treaty  stipulations,  and  requests  for  the  more  expe¬ 
ditious  carrying  out  of  treaty  requirements,  should 
be  addressed  by  her  Majesty’s  government  to  the 
foreign  power  in  question.  But,  for  convenience,  it 
is  usual  to  permit  the  governor-general  of  Canada 
to  communicate  directly  with  the  British  minister  at 
Washington  on  such  matters.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  however,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  governor- 
general  to  notify  her  Majesty’s  government,  through 
the  colonial  secretary,  of  any  representations  made 
or  proceedings  taken  b}^  the  dominion  government 
through  her  Majesty’s  minister,  and  of  the  answers 
received  to  the  same.1 

Another  matter  will  now  claim  our  attention,  which 
is  appropriately  regulated  by  means  of  treaties  between 
the  mother  country  and  foreign  powers  ;  namely,  the 
extradition  of  criminal  offenders. 

From  a  very  early  period,  the  nations  of  Europe 
have  agreed  to  give  up  a  portion  of  the  general  and 
ordinarily  subsisting  right  of  asylum  to  exiles  from 


j  Corn.  Pap.  1891,  C.  G803,  ib. 
p.  35. 

k  Earl  of  Kimberley’s  despatches 
of  March  17  and  June  17,  1871,  to 
governor-general  of  Canada,  Can. 
Bess.  Pap.  1872,  No.  18.  Corre¬ 
spondence  as  to  whether  British 
Columbia  was  included  in  the  pur¬ 
view  of  the  Washington  treaty,  not¬ 
withstanding  that  she  did  not  en¬ 


ter  the  dominion  until  about  three 
months  after  the  treaty  was  signed. 
Ib.  1876,  No.  42  ;  1880,  No.  111. 

1  Complaints  arising  out  of  the 
Treaty  of  Washington,  Canada  Sess. 
Pap.  i 876,  Nos.  110,  111  ;  ib.  1877, 
Nos.  14,  104;  ib.  1878,  Nos.  70, 125. 
And  see  Dominion  Ann.  Beg.  for 
1879,  p.  40. 
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abroad, m  and  liave  made  provision  by  treaty  for  the 
mutual  surrender  of  certain  classes  of  criminals 
escaping  from  justice  and  seeking  refuge  in  other  lands. n 
But  with  the  exception  of  a  partial  arrangement  to  this 
effect  by  the  twenty-seventh  article  of  ‘  Jay’s’  treaty  of 
1794,  which  expired  on  the  breaking  out  of  the  war 
of  1812,  no  treaty  of  this  kind  appears  to  have  been 
made  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  of 
America  until  1842,  when  the  subject  was  included  in 
the  Ashburton  treaty.0 

Meanwhile,  notwithstanding  the  lack  of  any  treaty 
obligations  on  this  subject,  legislative  provision  for  the 
rendition  of  fugitives  from  justice  was  made  in  1822  by 
the  legislature  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  in  1833 
by  the  parliament  of  the  late  province  of  Upper 
Canada. 

The  general  principle  of  legislation,  by  local  ordi¬ 
nance  or  statute,  for  the  delivery  to  foreign  govern¬ 
ments  of  fugitive  criminals,  has  been  repeatedly 
admitted  in  various  colonies  and  possessions  of  the 
British  Crown,  under  circumstances  which  have  made 
it  difficult  or  impossible  to  provide  for  the  same  by 
treaty.  But  it  should  be  stated  that  eminent  judges  of 
the  federal  courts  of  the  United  States  have  decided 
that  the  statute  enacted  bv  the  New  York  legislature  in 
1822,  above  referred  to,  is  in  contravention  of  the  con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States,  article  one,  section  ten, 
which  says  that  ‘  no  State  shall  enter  into  any  treaty ;  ’ 
and  it  was  observed  by  Judge  Curtis  ‘  that,  in  the  fifty 
years  which  had  elapsed  since  the  passage  of  the  state 


m  In  regard  to  ‘the  right  of  Rev.  (on  foreign  extradition)  for 
asylum,’  under  English  law,  to  June,  1S83.  And  see  in  re  W.  A. 
political  offenders,  see  L.  T.  June  4,  Hall,  3  Ont.  Rep.  331 ;  8  Ont.  App. 
1881,  p.  75.  Rep.  135. 

n  See  articles  in  Law  Mag.  for  0  See  Com.  Pap.  1876,  v.  82,  p. 
May,  1881,  p.  262,  and  in  Am.  L.  279. 
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law,  no  case  is  remembered  in  which  a  governor  has  Extradi- 
undertaken  to  make  extradition  under  it.  During  this  lon‘ 
half-century  it  has  been  considered  that  the  national 
government  had  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  subject, 
and  that  the  act  of  the  state  legislature  was  unconsti¬ 
tutional  and  void.’p  This  is  unquestionably  sound  doc¬ 
trine,  and  equally  applicable  to  legislation  by  British 
colonies  where  there  has  been  no  previous  treaty  or 
act  of  the  Imperial  parliament,  nor  Imperial  sanction 
to  colonial  legislation  authorising  the  same.  For,  in 
view  of  the  importance  of  regulating  all  international 
questions  upon  a  uniform  basis  and  by  the  supreme 
authority  of  the  empire,  it  is  obvious  that  the  extradi¬ 
tion  of  criminals  should  be  provided  for  by  treaties 
between  the  powers  concerned  therein,  by  special  legis¬ 
lation  based  upon  formal  treaties,  or  by  direct  consent 
of  her  Majesty’s  government  to  any  colonial  enactment 
pertaining  thereto. 

By  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-second  section  of  the  Extradi- 

^  "fcion  law 

British  North  America  Act  of  1867,  it  is  enacted  that  in  Canada. 
4  the  parliament  and  government  of  Canada  shall  have 
all  powers  necessary  or  proper  for  performing  the  obli¬ 
gations  of  Canada,  or  of  any  province  thereof,  as  part 
of  the  British  Empire,  towards  foreign  countries,  arising 
under  treaties  between  the  empire  and  such  foreign 
countries.’ 

This  clause  of  the  confederation  act  embodied  no 
new  principle,  but  merely  conferred  upon  the  dominion 
government  the  powers  formerly  exercisable  by  the 
several  provinces  in  Canada.  Thus,  the  Imperial  statute 
6  &  7  Yic.  c.  76  (as  amended  by  8  &  9  Yic.  c.  120), 
passed  to  give  effect  to  the  Ashburton  treaty,  while  it 


p  Am.  Law  Rev.  v.  7,  p.  187.  12  Vermont,  636.  People  ex  rel. 

Holmes  v.  Jennison,  14  Peters,  540.  Barlow  v.  Curtis,  50  New  York  Rep 
United  States  v.  Davis,  2  Sum.  482,  321. 
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expressly  applies  to  the  colonies  in  cases  where  no  colo¬ 
nial  legislation  existed  in  reference  to  extradition,  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  suspension  of  the  act  upon  suitable 
provision  being  made  by  the  Canadian  legislature  for 
carrying  out  the  object  of  the  same.  And  the  opera¬ 
tion  ot  the  Imperial  act  was  suspended  accordingly  by 
an  order  of  the  Queen  in  council,  upon  the  passing  of 
an  act  on  this  subject  by  the  legislature  of  the  province 
of  Canada  in  1849. 

In  June  1868  the  Imperial  statute  was  again  sus¬ 
pended,  upon  the  passing  of  a  dominion  act  to  enforce 
throughout  the  whole  of  Canada  the  objects  contem¬ 
plated  by  the  aforesaid  treaty.*1 

In  1870  the  Imperial  law  relating  to  the  extradition 
of  criminals  was  amended  by  the  act  33  &  34  Vic. 
c.  52.  This  statute  did  not  alter  the  Canadian  law,  but  bv 
its  eighteenth  section  authorised  the  same  to  be  carried 
into  effect  by  an  order  in  council  to  be  issued  pursuant 
to  this  act.  But  this  applied  only  to  Canadian  legisla¬ 
tion  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  Ash¬ 
burton  treaty.  As  respects  foreign  countries  other  than 
the  United  States  of  America,  any  extradition  treaties 
which  extended  to  Canada  (as  hereinafter  explained) 
had  to  be  put  into  operation  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Imperial  act  of  1870,  as  amended  by  the  act  36  &  37 
Vic.  c.  60,  passed  in  1873. 

Pursuant  to  the  recommendation  of  the  secretary 
of  state,  in  a  circular  despatch  dated  January  11,  1877, r 
in  the  colonies  of  Victoria,  Queensland,  South  Australia 
and  Tasmania,  by  local  extradition  acts,  passed  in  1877, 
the  Imperial  extradition  acts  of  1870  and  1873  were 


Act  81  Y  ic.  c.  94.  This  act  act  was  amended,  in  respect  to  the 
was  reserved,  but  subsequently  as-  classes  of  magistrates  empowered  to 
sented  to.  For  orders  in  council  to  act  under  it,  by  33  Vic.  c.  25. 
give  effect  to  the  same,  see  Canadian  r  Queensland  Leg.  Coirn.  Jour 
orders  m  council,  pp.  379,  380.  The  1877,  p.  279 ;  ib.  1878,  p.  119 
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directed  to  be  administered  by  conferring  upon  the  Extradi- 
colonial  police  magistrates  the  like  powers  and  authori¬ 
ties  for  the  surrender  of  fugitive  criminals  as  are  by  the 
said  acts  vested  in  similar  functionaries  in  the  United 
Kingdom.  These  colonial  statutes  are  enforced  by  the 

ZD 

promulgation  within  the  colony  of  an  Imperial  order  in 
council,  issued  under  the  eighteenth  section  of  the  act 
of  1870,  above  mentioned. 

For  the  dominion  of  Canada  larger  powers  have 
been  asserted,  under  the  act  of  confederation.  The 
Canadian  privy  council  contend  that  the  provisions  of 
all  extradition  treaties  entered  into  by  Great  Britain 
with  foreign  powers  should  be  carried  into  effect  in 
Canada  by  means  of  local  legislation,  pursuant  to  the 
one  hundred  and  thirty-second  section  of  the  British 
North  America  Act,  1867,  already  cited  in  this  connec¬ 
tion.  The  practical  advantages  of  such  an  arrangement 
are  obvious  and  unquestionable,  though  difficulties 
arose,  at  first,  in  giving  full  effect  to  the  same. 

After  the  passing  of  the  Imperial  act  of  1870,  two 
general  measures  on  the  subject  of  extradition  were 
enacted  by  the  Canadian  parliament — one  in  1873,  the 
other  in  the  following  year.  By  these  statutes  it  was 
proposed  to  apply  to  all  other  foreign  states  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Canadian  law,  which  had  proved  so  effec¬ 
tual  and  convenient  in  the  case  of  fugitives  to  or  from 
the  United  States  claimed  under  the  Ashburton  treaty. 

But  these  acts  were  not  altogether  approved  by  the  law 
officers  of  the  Crown  in  England  ;  and,  while  not  for¬ 
mally  disallowed,  they  were  not  put  in  force  by  the  issue 
of  the  necessary  order  of  the  Queen  in  council.  The 
Canadian  government  acquiesced  in  the  non-enforce¬ 
ment  of  these  statutes.  But  in  the  event  of  a  new  and 
enlarged  extradition  treaty  not  being  at  an  early  date 
entered  into  between  her  Majesty’s  government  and 
that  of  the  United  States,  they  reserved  the  right  of 
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legislating  upon  the  whole  question  of  extradition  so 
far  as  the  interests  of  the  dominion  were  concerned. 

In  December  1875  the  dominion  government  de- 
puted  the  minister  of  justice  (Mr.  Blake)  to  confer  with 
her  Majesty’s  government  upon  this  subject,  and  espe¬ 
cially  to  consider  the  expediency  of  negotiating  a  more 
comprehensive  extradition  treaty.8 

About  this  time  a  misunderstanding  arose  between 
the  British  and  the  United  States  governments  upon  an 
application  to  the  British  government  for  the  surrender 
oi  one  E.  D.  Winslow,  a  fugitive  from  justice,  charged 
with  forgery.  The  British  government  declined  to  sur¬ 
render  this  man  unless  they  were  assured  that  he  should 
not  be  tried  for  any  offence  other  than  that  for  which 
he  should  be  surrendered.  This  stipulation  was  in 
accordance  with  a  clause  in  the  Imperial  act  of  1870. 
But  inasmuch  as  this  condition  appeared  to  be  a  re¬ 
striction  imposed  by  an  Imperial  statute  only,  and  not 
enjoined  either  by  the  treaty  of  1842  or  by  the  Ameri¬ 
can  statutes  passed  to  give  effect  thereto,  the  United 
States  government  refused  to  comply  with  it.  A  pro¬ 
longed  correspondence  ensued,  in  which  the  American 
government  adhered  to  their  construction  of  the  treaty, 
while  the  British  government  contended  that  the  Im¬ 
perial  act  of  1870  imposed  no  new  condition  upon  the 
observance  of  the  treaty,  but  merely  declared  the  law 
that  should  regulate  its  administration.  As  neither 
party  would  give  way,  the  operation  of  the  treaty  was 
suspended.  The  suspension  continued  for  a  year,  when 
the  British  government  consented  to  waive  the  point  in 
dispute,  and  the  treaty  was  revived  ;  but  with  an  under¬ 
standing  that  negotiations  should  be  entered  into  for 


s  Hon.  Mr.  Blake’s  letter  to  the  Pap.  1877,  No.  13,  pp.  10-18.  For 
secietai  \  ot  state  tor  the  colonies,  the  previous  correspondence  referred 
dated  June  27, 1876,  in  Canada  Sess.  to  in  the  text,  see  ib.  1876,  No.  49. 
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a  more  explicit  treaty  to  regulate  tlie  extradition  of  Extradi¬ 
criminals. * 

The  American  courts  were  not  unanimous  in  supporting  the  in¬ 
terpretation  put  upon  the  treaty  by  the  United  States  government. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Lawrence,  decided  by  the  United 
States  circuit  court,  southern  district  of  New  York,  in  1876,  the 
view  held  by  the  American  government  was  upheld.11  But  this 
construction  was  repudiated,  and  the  view  expressed  by  the  British 
government  approved,  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  Kentucky,  in 
April  1878,  in  the  case  of  the  Commonwealth  v.  Hawes.v  Spear, 
in  his  work  on  the  law  of  extradition  (Albany,  1879,  Part  I.),  con¬ 
tains  an  able  argument  in  support  of  the  British  contention.  Cana¬ 
dian  jurists  have  inclined  the  other  way.  Thus  Judge  Ramsay 
decided  in  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  for  Montreal,  in  February 
1874,  that  so  much  of  the  Imperial  Extradition  Act  of  1870  as  was 
inconsistent  with  the  Ashburton  treaty  of  1842  was  not  necessarily 
to  be  held  as  being  in  force  in  Canada,  until,  at  least,  an  order  of 
the  Queen  in  council  should  be  issued,  under  the  fifth  section  of  the 
said  act,  applying  the  act  to  a  particular  foreign  state.11' 

In  1876  the  dominion  government  urged  upon  her  Extra- 
Majesty’s  government  the  expediency  of  providing,  in 
any  new  treaty  or  convention  for  the  purpose  of  extra-  Canada, 
dition,  that  special  arrangements  should  be  made  for 
carrying  out  the  same  in  Canada,  by  the  direct  action 
of  the  Canadian  authorities.  And,  in  the  event  of  it 
being  found  impossible  to  conclude  a  new  treaty  with 
the  United  States,  that  the  sanction  of  the  Imperial 
government  should  be  given  to  Canadian  legislation 
upon  the  subject;  such  legislation  to  be  reciprocal,  if 
possible,  but,  if  not  attainable,  then  without  reciprocity. 

This  proposal  was  the  more  reasonable,  inasmuch  as  the 
general  principle  of  local  legislation  had,  in  reference 


1  See  Clarke  on  Extradition,  ed.  Am.  Rev.  v.  136,  p.  497  ;  Decisions 
1874,  c.  4.  Kent,  Inter.  Law,  by  in  Sup.  Ct.  of  Ohio,  1883 ;  Central 
Abdy,  2nd  ed.  1878,  p.  117  ;  Hans.  Law  Jour.  v.  17,  p.  287. 

D.  v.  232,  p.  250.  w  L.  Can.  Jurist,  v.  18,  p.  200. 

“  Cox,  Crim.  Law,  v.  13,  p.  361.  In  Blake’s  letter,  p.  21  (cited  in 
v  39  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S.  p.  80.  U.  note,  opposite  page). 

States  doctrine  in  this  report,  N. 
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to  the  extradition  of  criminal  offenders,  been  repeatedly 
recognised  and  applied  in  the  case  of  various  British 
colonies/ 

But  the  Canadian  government  did  not  lose  sight  of 
its  claim  to  deal,  by  local  legislation,  with  the  general 
question  of  extradition. 

On  April  10,  1877,  the  dominion  house  of  com¬ 
mons  agreed  to  a  series  of  resolutions,  upon  which  a 
joint  address  to  the  Queen  was  adopted,  by  both 
branches  of  the  Canadian  parliament,  representing  that, 
inasmuch  as  they  possessed  all  the  powers  necessary  for 
the  purpose,  they  had  passed  a  bill— which  was  after¬ 
wards  assented  to  by  the  governor-general — to  make 
provision  by  one  Canadian  law  for  the  execution,  as 
respects  Canada,  of  all  arrangements  made  between  her 
Majesty  the  Queen  and  foreign  states  for  the  extradition 
of  fugitive  criminals  ;  that,  by  the  eighteenth  section  of 
the  Imperial  act  of  1870,  above  mentioned,  it  being 
enacted  that  by  order  in  council  the  provisions  of  any 
colonial  law  to  provide  within  the  colony  for  the  sur¬ 
render  of  fugitive  criminals  may  be  substituted  for  the 
clauses  of  the  Imperial  act  to  the  same  effect ;  that  the 
provisions  of  the  said  Imperial  act  were  unsuitable  for 
Canada ;  that  the  Imperial  parliament  be  invited  to 
repeal  these  provisions ;  and  that  meanwhile  her  Majesty, 
by  order  in  council,  should  suspend  their  operation,  in 
order  that  the  Canadian  statute  of  1877  (40  Yic.  c.  25) 
may  have  force  and  effect,  in  lieu  of  the  same/ 

In  reply  to  this  joint  address,  the  governor-general 
was  informed,  by  despatch  from  the  colonial  secretary, 
dated  Feb.  5,  18/8,  that  the  Imperial  government  were 
not  willing  at  present  to  suspend  in  Canada  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Extradition  Act  of  1870,  inasmuch  as  the 


*  Hon.  Mr.  Blake’s  letter  (before  cited)  of  June  27,  1870,  pp.  17,  18 
y  Can.  Com.  Jour.  1877,  p.  238. 
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question  of  the  extradition  relations  of  the  empire  with 
foreign  powers  was  under  consideration  by  a  royal 
commission.2  Subsequently,  on  April  24,  1882,  a 
despatch  from  the  colonial  office,  dated  Feb.  2,  1882, 
was  laid  before  the  senate  of  Canada,  which  explained 
the  continued  delay  in  giving  effect  to  the  Canadian 
statute.  It  appears  that  in  March  1880,  and  again  in 
January  1882,  the  Imperial  government  had  been  com¬ 
municated  with  on  the  subject.  In  reply  it  was  stated 
that  before  advising  the  issue  of  an  order  in  council 
it  was  considered  to  be  desirable  that  the  dominion 
government  should  propose  the  repeal  of  certain  clauses 
in  the  act  which  gave  to  the  minister  of  justice  too  ex¬ 
tensive  powers  to  refuse  the  extradition  ol  offenders ; 
powers  which  might  operate  so  as  to  constitute  a  breach 
of  treaty  obligations.  Whereupon,  on  the  advice  of 
ministers,  a  bill  was  passed  through  parliament  to  amend 
the  Extradition  Act,  1877.a 

Meanwhile,  on  May  30,  1878,  the  royal  commission 
appointed  to  inquire  into  and  consider  the  working  and 
effect  of  the  existing  law  and  treaties  relating  to  the 
extradition  of  persons  accused  of  crime  presented  their 
report.  They  recommended  that  treaties  for  the  sur¬ 
render  of  criminal  offenders  to  foreign  powers  should 
no  longer  be  regarded  as  indispensable  ;  but  that,  while 
the  Crown  should  still  retain  the  right  to  enter  into 
such  treaties,  statutory  power  should  be  granted  to  the 
proper  authorities  to  deliver  up  fugitive  criminals,  upon 
application,  wherever  such  an  arrangement  could  be 
made  in  a  suitable  manner,  irrespective  of  the  subsist¬ 
ence  of  any  treaty  between  Great  Britain  and  the  state 
against  whose  law  the  offence  had  been  committed, 
Imperial  legislation  or  sanction  being,  of  course,  neces- 


2  Can.  Com.  Jour.  1878,  p.  45. 

a  Can.  Stats.  1882,  C.  20 ;  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  1G0. 
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sary  to  effect  this  change.  The  commissioners  refrained 
from  recommending  any  alteration  in  the  existing  law 
on  this  subject — at  least,  as  regards  the  colonies.13 

In  1883  the  Canadian  government,  by  an  approved 
report  of  a  committee  of  the  privy  council,  submitted 
to  the  Imperial  authorities  the  desirability  of  extending 
the  list  of  extraditable  offences  between  Canada  and  the 
United  States,  so  as  to  include  all  serious  crimes,  at  the 
same  time  pointing  out  defects  in  the  law,  which  brought 
the  administration  of  the  treaty  into  disrepute,  in  the 
case  of  certain  fugitive  criminals  that  had  been  extra¬ 
dited  at  the  request  of  the  United  States  government.0 
In  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  this  document  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  stated  that  her 
Majesty  s  government  was  in  communication  with  the 
government  of  the  United  States  in  regard  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  negotiating  a  new  extradition  treaty. 

.As  a  result  of  these  negotiations,  on  June  25,  1886, 
articles  of  a  convention  were  signed  at  London  between 
Great  Britain  and  the  United  States,  extending  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  extradition  treaty  of  1842,  so  as  to  include 
four  additional  crimes  not  mentioned  in  it ;  d  but  rati¬ 
fications  of  this  convention  were  not  exchanged,  owing 
to  the  treaty  having  been  rejected  by  the  United  States 
senate. 

A  widespread  feeling  of  dissatisfaction  having  been 
aroused  in  Canada  against  criminals,  more  especially 
from  the  United  States,  making  the  country  a  harbour 
of  refuge  from  the  ends  of  justice,  resulted  in  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  a  bill  in  the  dominion  parliament,  in  1889, 
by  a  private  member,  Ur.  Weldon,  that  provided  for 
extradition,  irrespective  of  any  treaty,  and  which  em¬ 
braced  twenty -two  extraditable  offences. 

b  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  24,  p.  903.  extradition.  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1885, 

®  Correspondence  between  Irn-  No.  130. 
penal  and  Canadian  governments  on  d  Com.  Pap.  1888,  v.  109,  p.  598. 
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Tlie  dominion  government  gave  its  support  to  the  Extracts 

D  .  .  1--11T  tion  in 

bill,  chiefly  to  remove  the  inconvenience  winch  had  Canada. 

arisen  from  the  absence  of  an  effective  extradition  T1~ 
arrangement  between  her  Majesty  and  the  United  States,  weMon 
through  no  fault  of  the  Imperial  government.  In 
urging  upon  the  colonial  secretary  the  reasons  why  this 
act  should  be  permitted  to  go  into  operation,  the 
o'overnment  pointed  out  that  while  Canada  was  appa¬ 
rently  the  first  country  to  make  the  departure  of  adopt¬ 
ing  by  legislation  the  principle  of  extradition  irrespective 
of  treaty;  that  in  so  doing  the  government  was  but 
carrying  out  a  suggestion  contained  in  a  report  of  an 
Imperial  royal  commission  (already  noticed,  ante ,  p. 

283)  that  4  Statutory  power  should  be  given  to  the 
proper  authorities  to  deliver  up  fugitive  criminals  whose 
surrender  is  asked  for,  irrespectively  of  the  existence  of 
any  treaty  between  this  country  and  the  state  against 
whose  law  the  offence  has  been  committed,’ e  a  sugges¬ 
tion  that  had  likewise  been  advocated  from  time  to 
time  by  eminent  lawyers  both  in  the  United  States 
and  Canada;  that  special  prominence  was  given  to 
the  question  through  the  failure  of  the  United  States 
government  to  ratify  the  convention  agreed  upon  by 
Lord  Eosebery  and  Mr.  Phelps ;  that  the  large  influx 
of  criminals  from  the  United  States,  entering  the  border 
cities  of  Canada,  who  had  merely  to  cross  the  line 
having  a  stretch  of  about  3,000  miles,  fostered  a  most 
pernicious  element  in  the  country,  and  called  for  execu¬ 
tive  interference.  Also  that  the  dominion  parliament, 
under  the  British  North  America  Act,  had  the  light  to 
legislate  on  such  a  subject  by  virtue  of  the  power  given 
to  it  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order,  and  good 
government  of  Canada.  But  as  the  act  under  considei- 

O 


e  Report  of  Royal  Commission  on  Extradition,  p.  1.  Com.  Pap. 

1878,  v.  24. 
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ation  involved  international  questions  by  conferring 
rights  on  foreign  states  in  respect  of  persons  resident  in 
Canada,  the  attention  of  her  Majesty’s  government  was 
specially  called  to  its  provisions,  and  also,  with  the  view 
that  if  the  act  should  meet  with  the  approval  of  her 
Majesty’s  government,  that  all  nations  with  which  her 
Majesty  was  in  amity  might  be  informed  of  it. 

In  reply,  the  dominion  government  was  informed 
that  an  extradition  treaty  had  recently  been  concluded 
between  her  Majesty’s  government  and  the  United 
States  which  was  waiting  ratification ;  that  on  this  and 
other  grounds  of  general  policy  no  steps  would  be  taken 
to  gi\  e  effect  to  the  act  until  her  Mujesty’s  government 
was  able  to  give  the  matter  full  consideration. 

In  April  of  the  following  year  (1890)  a  despatch 
was  received  from  the  colonial  secretary  stating  that 
there  was  nothing  in  the  act  which  rendered  it  neces¬ 
sary  for  her  Majesty  to  withhold  her  assent ;  but  it  was 
desired  that  all  communications  with  foreign  powers, 
necessary  under  the  fifth  section  of  the  acfi  requiring 
assurances  that  a  person  whose  extradition  is  sought 
shall  not  be  tried  for  any  other  offence  than  that  for 
which  his  extradition  is  claimed,  should  pass  through 
her  Majesty’s  government,  in  order  to  avoid  any  possi¬ 
bility  of  Gieat  Ini  tain  being  involved  in  the  event  of  a 
foreign  country  declining  to  fulfil  the  engagement.  And 
in  reply  to  the  expressed  wish  of  the  Canadian  govern¬ 
ment,  that  all  nations  which  her  Majesty  is  in  amitv 
with  might  be  informed  of  the  act,  the  colonial  secre¬ 
tary  stated  that  her  Majesty’s  government  considered 
there  was  no  advantage  in  so  doing,  as  the  difficulties 
in  the  case  of  the  United  States  had  been  removed  by 
the  ratification  of  a  treaty  with  that  country,  since  the 
passing  of  the  act  in  question.  Also,  as  to  its  applica¬ 
tion  to  other  foreign  countries,  the  government  was 
informed  that  it  would,  in  many  cases,  first  necessitate 
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the  modification  of  existing  treaties  ;  but,  if  in  tlie  event, 
after  mature  consideration  by  both  governments,  of  it  Canada. 
bem°"  thought  expedient  to  apply  the  act  in  the  case  of 
any  particular  country,  her  Majesty’s  government  would  Weldon 
be  prepared  to  carry  out  the  necessary  steps  to  such 
an  end.f  This  gave  entire  satisfaction  to  the  Canadian 
government,  and  the  act  now  stands  on  the  statute 
book  awaiting,  whenever  occasion  may  arise,  to  be 
brought  into  force — according  to  its  provisions — -by 
proclamation  of  the  governor-general.® 

The  following  are  extraditable  offences  under  it : — 

1.  Murder,  or  attempt  or  conspiracy  to  murder. 

2.  Manslaughter. 

3.  Counterfeiting  or  altering  money,  and  uttering  counterfeit  or 
altered  money. 

4.  Forgery,  counterfeiting  or  altering,  or  uttering  what  is  forged, 
counterfeited  or  altered. 

5.  Larceny. 

6.  Embezzlement. 

7.  Obtaining  money  or  goods  or  valuable  securities  by  false  pre¬ 
tences. 

8.  Rape. 

9.  Abduction,  indecent  assault. 

10.  Child  stealing. 

11.  Kidnapping. 

12.  Burglary,  housebreaking  or  shopbreaking. 

13.  Arson. 

14.  Robbery. 

15  Fraud  committed  by  a  bailee,  banker,  agent,  factor,  trustee, 
or  member  or  public  officer  of  any  company  or  municipal  corpora¬ 
tion,  made  criminal  by  any  law  for  the  time  being  in  force. 

16.  Any  malicious  act  done  with  intent  to  endanger  persons  m  a 

railway  train.  .  .  ,  , 

17.  Piracy  by  municipal  law  or  law  of  nations,  committed  on 

board  of  or  against  a  vessel  of  a  foreign  state. 

18.  Criminal  scuttling  or  destroying  such  a  vessel  at  sea,  whether 
on  the  high  seas  or  on  the  great  lakes  of  North  America,  or  attempt¬ 
ing  or  conspiring  to  do  so. 


f  Information  received  from  the  department  of  justice, 
e  Can.  Statutes,  1889,  ch.  36. 
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19.  Assault  on  board  such  a  vessel  at  sea,  whether  on  the  high 
seas  or  on  the  great  lakes  of  North  America,  with  intent  to  destroy 
life  or  to  do  grievous  bodily  harm. 

20.  Revolt,  or  conspiracy  to  revolt,  by  two  or  more  persons  on 
board  such  a  vessel  at  sea,  whether  on  the  high  seas  or  on  the  great 
lakes  of  North  America,  against  the  authority  of  the  master. 

21.  Administering  drugs  or  using  instruments  with  intent  to 
procure  the  miscarriage  of  a  woman. 

22.  Any  offence  which  is,  in  the  case  of  the  principal  offender, 
included  in  any  foregoing  portion  of  this  schedule,  and  for  which  the 
fugitive  criminal,  though  not  the  principal,  is  liable  to  be  tried  or 
punished  as  if  he  were  the  principal.'1 

Meanwhile,  after  so  many  futile  attempts,  as  already 
stated,  an  extradition  treaty  supplementary  to  the  tenth 
article  of  the  treaty  of  1842  had  been  ratified  in  London 
on  March  11,  1890,  between  Great  Britain  and  the 
United  States,  accomplishing — as  it  will  be  seen — the 
purpose  of  the  Weldon  Act  as  far  as  Canada  and  the 
United  States  are  concerned. 

The  following  are  the  extraditable  crimes  under  it  : — 

1.  Manslaughter,  when  voluntary. 

2.  Counterfeiting  or  altering  money  ;  uttering  or  bringing  into 
circulation  counterfeit  or  altered  money. 

3.  Embezzlement,  larceny,  receiving  any  money,  valuable  secu¬ 
rity,  or  other  property,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  embezzled, 
stolen,  or  fraudulently  obtained. 

4.  Fraud  by  a  bailee,  banker,  agent,  factor,  trustee,  or  director 
or  member  or  officer  of  any  company,  made  criminal  by  the  laws  of 
both  countries. 

5.  Perjury,  or  surbornation  of  perjury. 

6.  Rape,  abduction,  child -stealing,  kidnapping. 

7.  Burglary,  housebreaking  or  shopbreaking. 

8.  Piracy  by  the  law  of  nations. 


h  The  Weldon  Act  is  thus  spoken  spirit  of  the  declaration  of  Mr.  Jus- 
of  by  an  eminent  An erican  authority,  tice  Osier,  in  re  Parker  (9  Ont. 
Mr.  J.  B.  Moore,  in  his  work  on  Prac.  Rep.  332,  335),  who,  referring 
Extradition,  2  vols.  8vo.  Boston,  to  extradition  between  Canada  and 
1891,  v.  1,  pp.  80,027.  ‘The  act,  the  United  States,  said :  ‘For  my- 
as  it  stands,  may  mark  a  distinct  self,  I  shall  be  glad  to  see  the  day 
advance  in  the  development  of  ex-  when  “free  trade”  in  criminals 
tradition,  and  is  founded  on  correct  shall  exist.’ 
principles.’  This  act  breathes  the 
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9.  Revolt,  or  conspiracy  to  revolt  by  two  or  more  persons  on 
board  a  ship  on  the  high  seas,  against  the  authority  of  the  master  ; 
wrongfully  sinking  or  destroying  a  vessel  at  sea,  or  attempting  to 
do  so  ;  assaults  on  board  a  ship  on  the  high  seas,  with  intent  to  do 
grievous  bodily  harm. 

10.  Crimes  and  offences  against  the  laws  of  both  countries  for 
the  suppression  of  slavery  and  slave-trading. 

Extradition  is  also  to  take  place  for  participation  in  any  of  the 
crimes  mentioned  in  this  convention,  or  in  the  tenth  article  of  the 
treaty  of  August  9,  1842,  provided  such  participation  be  punishable 
by  the  laws  of  both  countries. 

The  crimes  under  the  said  tenth  article  are  : — 

1.  Murder. 

2.  Assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder. 

3.  Piracy. 

4.  Arson. 

5.  Robbery. 

6.  Forgery. 

7.  Utterance  of  forged  paper. 

The  second  and  third  articles  of  the  treaty  provide 
that : — 

1 .  A  fugitive  criminal  shall  not  be  surrendered,  if  the  offence  in 
respect  of  which  his  surrender  is  demanded  be  one  of  a  political 
character,  or  if  he  proves  that  the  requisition  for  his  surrender  has 
in  fact  been  made  with  a  view  to  try  and  punish  him  for  an  offence 
of  a  political  character. 

No  person  surrendered  by  either  of  the  high  contracting  parties 
to  the  other  shall  be  triable  or  tried,  or  be  punished  for  any  poli¬ 
tical  crime  or  offence,  or  for  any  act  connected  therewith,  committed 
previously  to  his  extradition. 

If  any  question  shall  arise  as  to  whether  a  case  comes  within  the 
provisions  of  this  article,  the  decision  of  the  authorities  of  the 
government  in  whose  jurisdiction  the  fugitive  shall  be  at  the  time 
shall  be  final. 

2.  No  person  surrendered  by  or  to  either  of  the  contracting 
parties  shall  be  triable  or  be  tried  for  any  crime  or  offence,  com¬ 
mitted  prior  to  his  extradition,  other  than  the  offence  for  which  he 
was  surrendered,  until  he  shall  have  had  an  opportunity  of  return¬ 
ing  to  the  country  from  which  he  was  surrendered. 

The  Canadian  act  of  1877  (although  amended  in 

u 


Extradi¬ 
tion  treaty 
between 
Great 
Britain 
and  U. 
States. 


290  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Imperial 
law  of  ex¬ 
tradition. 


Canadian 

law. 


1882  by  Canadian  statute,  45  Vic.  c.  20  aforesaid) 
still  remained  in  abeyance,  and  all  extraditions  in 
Canada,  otlier  than  those  which  were  carried  out  under 
the  Ashburton  treaty,  continued  to  be  conducted 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Imperial  statutes ; 1 
until,  by  order  of  the  Queen  in  council,  dated  December 
28,  1882,  the  operation  of  the  Imperial  extradition  act 
of  1870,  as  far  as  it  related  to  any  foreign  state,  was 
suspended  in  Canada,  so  long  as  the  dominion  extradi- 
dition  act  of  1877,  aforesaid,  and  any  act  amending 
the  same,  should  remain  in  force,  and  no  longer!  The 
acts  of  1877  and  1882  having  been  consolidated  as 
c.  142  of  the  revised  statutes  of  Canada  1886,  a  further 
order  of  the  Queen  in  council  to  the  same  effect,  but 
relating  to  the  last-named  statute,  was  made  on  Novem¬ 
ber  17,  1888. 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  with  respect  to  pro¬ 
cedure  generally  and  the  preliminary  judicial  inves¬ 
tigation  as  to  the  criminality  and  identification  of  the 
fugitive  (necessary  under  our  system  for  giving  effect 
to  extradition  treaties),  recourse  must  be  had  to  the 
Canadian  act  of  1877,  as  amended,  being  now  c.  142 
of  the  revised  statutes  of  Canada. 

All  extradition  treaties  entered  into  by  the  British 
government  with  any  foreign  state  since  1870  have 
contained  a  clause  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Imperial  act  of  1870,  expressly  stipulating  that  ‘  a 
person  surrendered  shall  not  be  tried  for  any  crime  or 
offence  committed  in  the  other  country  before  the 
extradition,  other  than  the  crime  for  which  his  surrender 


‘  See  ante,  pp.  278-280  ;  Clarke, 
Can.  Crim.  Law,  ed.  1882 ;  C.  J. 
Dorion,  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench, 
Quebec  ;  L.  C.  Jurist,  v.  22,  p.  Ill ; 
C.  J.  Harrison,  Ont.  Prac.  Rep.  v.  7, 
p.  275  ;  C.  J.  Wilson,  31  U.  C.  C.  P. 


Rep.  p.  491 ;  Regina  v.  Browne,  6 
Ont.  App.  Rep.  p.  395  ;  in  re  Phipps, 
ib.  v.  8,  p.  77. 

J  See  Dorn.  Gazette,  March  3, 
1883.  And  see  ex  parte  Q.  B.  Mon¬ 
treal,  6  Legal  News,  p.  261. 
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has  been  granted.k  In  addition  to  this  principle  it  is  a  Extradi¬ 
general  rule  as  to  extradition,  that  no  person  is  to  be  tlon‘ 
surrendered  for  an  offence  which  is  one  of  a  political 
character.’1 

All  new  extradition  treaties  negotiated  between  the  How  ap- 
British  government  and  foreign  powers  are  invariably  theco^o- 
made  ‘  applicable  to  the  colonies  and  foreign  possessions  nies- 
of  the  two  high  contracting  parties.’  The  requisition 
for  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  criminal  who  has  taken 
refuge  in  a  colony  is  addressed  to  the  governor,  or 
chief  executive  officer  thereof,  through  the  chief  con¬ 
sular  officer  of  the  power  applying  for  the  criminal. 

The  governor  disposes  of  the  requisition  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  treaty.  But  he  may  either 
grant  the  surrender  or  refer  the  matter  to  the  Imperial 
authorities.  The  British  government  usually  reserves 
to  itself  the  right  to  make  special  arrangements  for  the 
surrender  of  criminals  from  the  colonies,  conducting 
the  same,  as  nearly  as  possible,  in  conformity  with  ex¬ 
isting  treaties.™ 

Here  mention  may  appropriately  be  made  of  a  case  Lami¬ 
arising  out  of  an  extradition  treaty  between  Great 
Britain  and  France,  which  gave  rise  to  much  corre¬ 
spondence,  and  led  to  a  rebuke  being  administered  by 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  to  the  governor- 
general  of  Canada,  for  his  action  in  the  matter: — 

In  August  1866  one  Lamirande  was  apprehended  in  Canada, 
on  a  charge  of  forgery  committed  in  France,  under  a  warrant  issued 
by  the  governor-general,  on  the  requisition  of  the  French  consul- 
general.  Lamirande  was  committed  to  gaol,  with  a  view  to  his 


k  Canadian  Orders  in  Council, 
pp.  381-409.  Doutre,  Const,  of 
Canada,  p.  364. 

1  For  definition  of  ‘  political 
offence’  see  Stephen’s  Hist,  of  Crim. 
Law  of  Eng.  ed.  1883,  v.  2,  p.  70. 

ra  For  various  extradition  treaties, 
with  the  orders  in  council  to  give 


effect  thereto,  see  Canada  orders  in 
council,  pp.  381-409.  For  later 
ones,  see  the  prefix  to  Canada  sta¬ 
tutes  of  1877,  1878,  and  1879.  For 
a  list  of  all  such  treaties  in  force  up 
to  October,  1888,  see  Colonial  Regu¬ 
lations,  1892,  p.  329. 
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surrender,  as  a  fugitive  criminal,  under  the  extradition  treaty.  But 
he  applied  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  in  order  that  the  validity  of 
the  proceedings  against  him  might  be  determined  by  the  Court  of 
Queen’s  Bench  at  Montreal.  While  his  case  was  still  under  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  court,  the  governor-general,  acting  on  the  advice 
of  the  solicitor-general  for  Lower  Canada,  signed  the  warrant  of 
extradition,  which  was  promptly  carried  out ;  and  Lamirande  was 
delivered  up  to  the  agent  of  the  French  government.  This  appears 
to  have  been  done  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  the  court  was 
actually  deliberating  on  the  prisoner’s  case,  and  moreover  with  an 
idea  that  his  legal  rights  would  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  issue  of  a 
warrant  for  his  extradition.  But,  owing  to  some  delay  in  the 
proceedings  before  the  court,  no  order  was  made  for  the  issue  of  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  until  the  day  after  Lamirande’s  surrender. 

Nevertheless,  the  court  continued  to  deliberate  on  the  case,  and 
decided  that  ‘  the  pretended  warrant  of  arrest,  alleged  to  have  been 
issued  in  France,  and  all  the  proceedings  taken  with  a  view  to 
obtain  the  extradition  of  the  petitioner,  were  unauthorised  ’  by  the 
Imperial  statute  passed  to  give  effect  to  the  extradition  treaty  with 
France,  and  were  ‘  illegal,  null  and  void,  and  that  the  prisoner  was 
therefore  entitled  to  his  discharge.’  But,  as  the  judge  went  on  to 
state,  the  prisoner  ‘  is  now  probably  on  the  high  seas,  swept  away  by 
one  of  the  most  audacious  and  successful  attempts  to  frustrate  the 
ends  of  justice  which  has  yet  been  heard  of  in  Canada.’ 

The  governor-general  (Lord  Monck),  in  a  series  of  despatches  in 
answer  to  the  request  of  the  Imperial  government,  gave  full  explana¬ 
tions  of  the  proceedings  taken  in  this  case,  and  assumed  direct 
responsibility  for  the  miscarriage  of  justice  which  had  occurred.  At 
the  same  time,  he  pointed  out  that  the  blame  for  what  had  happened 
ought  to  rest  with  those  who,  having  charge  of  the  jn'isoner’s  inte¬ 
rests,  had  neglected  to  act  with  sufficient  promptitude  on  his 
behalf. 

In  reply  to  these  despatches,  the  colonial  secretary,  in  a  despatch 
dated  Nov.  24,  lt>66,  while  giving  the  governor-general  credit  for 
the  best  intentions,  rebuked  him  for  Lis  precipitancy  in  the  matter, 
and  for  his  neglecting  to  ascertain  whether  the  prisoner  was  under 
the  protection  of  the  Queen’s  Bench  before  authorising  his  surrender 
to  the  French  authorities.  1  The  omission  to  take  this  precaution 
has  led  to  a  most  unfortunate  abuse  of  your  authority/  ‘  A  great 
scandal  has  taken  place,  and  an  insult  has  been  passed  upon  the 
dignity  of  the  law,  and  the  regular  administration  of  justice  in  the 
Canadian  courts.’  ‘  I  am  obliged,  therefore,  with  whatever  reluct¬ 
ance,  to  express  my  decided  disapproval  of  the  course  which  your 
lordship  was  induced  to  adopt.’ 
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With  the  conduct  of  the  Canadian  officers  who  had  taken  part  Extradi¬ 
in  this  transaction  the  colonial  secretary  was  not  concerned  to  deal.  tl0n> 
They  ‘  are  responsible  to  their  superiors,  and  their  superiors  to  the 
parliament,  the  constituencies,  and  the  public  opinion  of  Canada.’ 

But  ‘the  explanations  hitherto  afforded  by  your  solicitor-general  of 
his  conduct  in  obtaining  the  warrant,  whilst  the  case  was  actually 
under  the  hearing  of  the  judge,  would  not  have  been  deemed  satis¬ 
factory  by  her  Majesty’s  government.’ 

Subsequently,  the  British  government  made  an  official  request 
to  the  French  authorities  for  the  surrender  of  Lamirande,  on  the 
ground  that  his  extradition  was  unauthorised  by  the  treaty  of  1843, 
and  the  British  statute  confirming  the  same,  inasmuch  as  the 
demand  for  his  extradition  had  been  irregularly  preferred,  and  that 
the  offence  charged  against  him  was  not  a  crime  contemplated  by 
the  treaty.  The  French  government,  however,  demurred  to  these 
conclusions.  At  this  juncture  Lamirande  himself  made  known  to 
Hie  Imperial  government  his  desire  to  renounce  all  claim  to  be 
surrendered,  and  stated  that  he  wished  to  remain  in  France  to 
undergo  the  punishment  awarded  to  him.  As  he  had  previously 
invited  the  interference  of  her  Majesty’s  government  on  his  behalf, 
this  later  request  was  duly  communicated  to  the  secretary  of  state 
for  foreign  affairs.  W hereupon  the  British  ambassador  at  Pans 
was  instructed  to  state  that  her  Majesty’s  government  no  longer 
insisted  on  their  application  for  Lamirande  s  release  3  although 
‘  their  abstaining  from  doing  so  must  not  be  construed  into  an 
admission  on  their  part  that  there  were  not  sufficient  grounds  for 
insisting  upon  it.’  n 

And  thus  this  vexatious  case  was  brought  to  an  amicable  con¬ 
clusion,  after  exciting  strong  feeling  in  Canada,  and  endangering 
the  good  understanding  between  the  governments  of  Great  Britain 
and  of  France  ;  perilous  consequences  which  might  have  been 
avoided  if  the  Canadian  government  had  manifested  a  proper  dis¬ 
cretion  and  a  due  regard  for  private  rights. 

The  naturalisation  of  aliens,  and  their  release  from  Naturaii- 
the  obligations  they  inherit  as  natural-born  subjects  in  a\ie;as< 
the  country  of  their  birth,  is  another  matter  which  can 
only  be  effected  by  means  of  treaties  or  agreements 
between  sovereign  states.  For  it  involves  not  meiely  a 
consideration  of  the  terms  and  conditions  on  which  the 


“  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1867-68,  No.  50.  And  see  Doutre,  Const,  of 
Canada,  p.  365. 
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state  or  country  receiving  immigrants  from  abroad  may 
be  disposed  to  grant  them  the  privileges  of  citizenship, 
but  also  the  conditions  upon  which  the  country  of  their 
birth  may  be  willing  to  relinquish  all  further  claim  on 
their  allegiance.  It  was  a  principle,  formerly  asserted 
not  only  by  all  European  powers,  but  equally  by  the 
United  States  of  America — at  any  rate  up  to  the  year 
1868,  when  a  declaration  to  the  contrary  effect  was 
embodied  in  an  act  of  congress,  passed  on  July  27 — 
that  their  subjects  had  no  inherent  right  to  expatriate 
themselves,  and  that  a  nation  was  entitled  to  the  services 
of  all  its  citizens,  especially  in  time  of  war.  By  recent 
usage,  however,  individual  transference  of  allegiance 
has  become  allowable,  within  certain  limits.  But  even 
admitting  a  natural  right  in  people  to  expatriate  them¬ 
selves  at  their  discretion  and  to  seek  admission  as 
citizens  of  other  states,  the  best  assurance  to  their 
native  country  ot  the  reality  and  permanence  of  their 
change  of  domicile  is  undoubtedly  the  requirement  of 
a  prior  residence  of  not  less  than  five  years,  before 
naturalisation  can  be  granted.  This  condition  has 
commended  itself  to  the  approval  and  adoption  of 
foreign  nations  generally,  and,  as  a  rule,  is  embodied  in 
all  treaties  of  naturalisation  between  foreig’n  powers.0 

In  its  bearing  upon  colonisation,  the  question  of  the 
naturalisation  of  aliens  has  given  rise  to  much  corre¬ 
spondence  between  the  Imperial  and  colonial  govern¬ 
ments. 

By  the  Imperial  act  7  &  8  Vic.  c.  66,  passed  in 
1844,  the  secretar}^  of  state  was  empowered  to  grant 
cei  tificates  of  naturalisation  to  aliens,  which  conferred 


“b„ee1  Half  International  Law,  cepted  term  of  a  ‘five  years’  resi- 
pp.  /7,  H'O;  Morse  on  Citizenship,  dence  ’  prior  to  naturalisation  hav- 
Loston,  lo81.  Much  difficulty  has  ing  been  authorised  by  congress 
arisen  m  U.  States  owing  to  certain  See  Tut,  Rev.  v.  11  p  204 
deviations  from  the  generally  ac- 
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upon  them  all  the  rights  and  capacities  of  British  sub¬ 
jects,  except  in  regard  to  certain  political  privileges. 
But  this  act  was  limited  in  its  operation  to  the  United 
Kingdom. 

Accordingly,  it  became  customary  for  naturalisation 
laws  to  be  passed  by  the  local  legislatures,  on  behalf  of 
aliens  resident  in  the  colonies ;  and,  by  the  Imperial  act 
10  &  11  Vic.  c.  83,  passed  in  1847,  it  was  declared 
that  all  statutes  heretofore  passed  by  any  colonial  legis¬ 
lature  in  the  Queen’s  dominions,  for  naturalising  persons 
within  the  respective  limits  of  such  colonies,  shall  be 
valid  and  effectual  therein,  and  likewise  all  future  acts 
to  the  same  purport,  subject  to  confirmation  or  disal¬ 
lowance  by  her  Majesty.  But  whenever  aliens,  so 
naturalised  by  colonial  laws,  pass  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  particular  colony,  they  lose  all  claim  to  be  considered 
as  British  subjects.15 

When  a  naturalisation  bill  is  proposed  in  any  colony,  the  governor 
should  ascertain  whether  his  instructions  do  or  do  not  require  the 
insertion  therein  of  a  suspending  clause.  He  should  also  take  care 
that  words  are  inserted  in  the  terms  of  the  statute,  confining  the 
privileges  granted  to  the  limits  of  the  colony.i 

In  1865  the  Imperial  government  enlarged  the 
privileges  of  foreigners  naturalised  in  any  British  colony 
by  enabling  them — under  certain  restrictions,  and  for  a 
limited  period — to  obtain  passports,  signed  by  the 
governor,  as  ‘  naturalised  British  subjects,’  which  would 
afford  to  them  protection  for  a  certain  specified  time 
(generally  one  year  only)  when  travelling  abroad.  But 
in  1882  the  Imperial  government,  by  a  circular  despatch 
from  the  colonial  office,  dated  May  18, 1882,  authorised 
the  issue  of  passports,  unlimited  in  point  of  duration, 
to  aliens  naturalised  in  a  British  colony,  when  travelling 


p  See  Earl  Grey’s  Despatch  of  Yic.  c.  83,  was  repealed  and  re- 
Sept.  25,  1847  ;  Can.  Leg.  Assem.  enacted  by  act  33  Yic.  c.  14. 

Jour.  1848,  p.  42.  The  act  10  &  11  q  Col.  Rules  and  Reg.  1892,  c.  14. 
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abroad,  such  passports  to  be  issued  by  the  colonial 
governor  or  by  the  Imperial  foreign  office  ;  or  pro¬ 
visionally  by  a  British  minister  abroad/  Such  pass¬ 
ports,  however,  confer  on  the  bearer  no  claim  to  British 
protection  in  the  country  of  their  birth.3 

In  1870  an  amended  naturalisation  act  was  passed 
by  the  Imperial  parliament,  which  entitled  aliens  who 
had  received  certificates  of  naturalisation  from  the 
secretary  of  state  (to  be  granted  under  certain  specified 
conditions)  to  claim  all  political  and  other  rights  of 
British  subjects,  excepting  that,  when  in  the  country 
of  his  birth,  an  alien  should  be  liable  to  his  original 
allegiance  therein,  ‘  unless  he  has  ceased  to  be  a  subject 
of  that  state  in  pursuance  of  the  laws  thereof,  or  of  a 
treaty  to  that  effect.’  And  this  act  empowers  natural¬ 
ised  aliens  to  divest  themselves  of  their  original  status 
— and  British  subjects  to  renounce  their  allegiance  to 
the  British  Crown,  with  a  view  to  being  naturalised  in 
a  foreign  state — in  any  case  where  her  Majesty  has 
entered  into  a  convention  with  a  foreign  state,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  effect  to  such  a  renunciation  of 
allegiance.  This  act  does  not  extend  to  the  colonies/ 

The  continued  inconveniences  and  disabilities  to 
which  German  emigrants  to  Canada  are  exposed  by 
reason  of  the  partial  benefits  afforded  to  them  by  natu¬ 
ralisation  under  the  colonial  law,  which  leaves  them 
still  liable  to  be  claimed  as  German  subjects  when 
travelling  abroad  or  on  a  return  to  their  native  country, 
induced  the  Canadian  privy  council  to  request  the 
governor-general  to  write  to  the  secretary  of  state  for 
the  colonies  and  represent  this  grievance.  Accordingly, 
the  Earl  of  Dufferin,  on  November  16,  1872,  addressed 


r  Can.  Off.  Gaz.  Sept.  23,  1882 ; 
Can.  Stats.  1883,  p.  12. 

s  See  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1867-68, 
No.  74. 


*  33  Vic.  c.  14 ;  Queensland, 
Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1875,  p.  8G1 ;  Can. 
orders  in  council,  1876,  p.  72. 
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a  despatch  to  the  Earl  of  Kimberley  on  the  subject,  and 
requested  that  her  Majesty’s  government  would  take 
measures  to  obtain  for  aliens  naturalised  in  Canada 
precisely  the  same  rights  as  those  which  are  conferred 
by  naturalisation  in  the  United  Kingdom.  The  receipt 
of  this  despatch  was  acknowledged ;  but  no  action  was 
taken  thereon  by  the  British  government." 

Accordingly,  on  April  21,  1873,  the  Canadian  house 
of  commons  passed  an  address  to  the  Queen,  praying 
that,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Imperial  Natu¬ 
ralisation  Act  of  1870,  above  mentioned,  her  Majesty 
would  be  pleased  to  negotiate  naturalisation  treaties 
with  the  German  and  other  foreign  states,  under  which 
legally  naturalised  foreigners  in  Canada  may  no  longer 
be  subjected  to  the  disabilities  of  a  divided  allegiance, 
but,  on  formally  renouncing  their  native  allegiance, 
may  become  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  of  native-born 
British  subjects. 

A  despatch  in  reply  to  this  address,  dated  September 
3,  1873,  was  transmitted  by  the  governor-general  to 
the  house  of  commons,  on  May  6,  1874.  It  inclosed 
a  memorandum  from  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state 
for  foreign  affairs,  which  stated  that  the  Imperial  go¬ 
vernment  were  prepared  to  place  aliens  naturalised  in 
any  British  colony,  out  of  Europe,  on  the  same  footing, 
so  far  as  passports  and  protection  in  foreign  countries 
are  concerned,  as  aliens  naturalised  in  England  under 
the  act  of  1870.  But  it  suggested  that  a  compliance 
with  the  request  for  the  negotiation  of  naturalisation 
treaties  would  prove  less  advantageous  to  aliens  natu¬ 
ralised  in  the  colonies  than  the  existing  practice — inas¬ 
much  as  no  such  treaties  could  be  negotiated,  except 
upon  the  basis  of  a  five  years’  residence  in  the  colony 
of  the  alien  who  desired  to  be  allowed  to  change  his 
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allegiance.  The  only  way  in  which  the  objections 
urged  could  be  satisfactorily  overcome  would  be  by  an 
extension  of  Imperial  naturalisation  to  the  colonies,  the 
expediency  of  which  is  under  the  consideration  of  her 
Majesty’s  government/ 

No  further  Imperial  legislation  having  taken  place 
regarding  naturalisation,  in  the  meanwhile  the  Cana¬ 
dian  house  of  commons,  on  April  5,  1875,  again  ad¬ 
dressed  her  Majesty  on  the  subject,  representing  that 
the  extension  of  the  Naturalisation  Act  of  1870  to  the 
colonies  would  not  meet  the  just  expectations  of  the 
Germans  and  other  naturalised  foreigners  in  Canada, 
inasmuch  as  the  passports  granted  under  that  act, 
though  permanent,  are  expressly  declared  to  be  invalid 
in  the  state  in  which  the  individuals  concerned  were 
formerly  subjects,  the  place  of  all  others  in  which  they 
desire  to  be  protected  in  their  acquired  rights  and 
privileges.  The  house,  therefore,  reiterated  their  re¬ 
quest  that  her  Majesty  would  be  pleased  to  enter  into 
a  treaty  with  the  German  states  (such  as  has  been 
already  negotiated  between  Great  Britain  and  the 
United  States,  and  between  the  United  States  of  America 
and  Germany),  so  that  her  Majesty’s  naturalised  Ger¬ 
man  subjects  in  Canada,  after  a  residence  therein  of 
from  three  to  five  years  (as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the 
contracting  powers)  may  become  entitled  to  all  the 
rights,  privileges,  and  immunities  of  British  subjects  in 
any  part  of  the  world,  and  in  as  full  a  measure  as  if 
they  were  native-born  British  subjects. 

In  a  despatch  dated  August  4,  1875,  the  colonial 
secretary  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  the  foregoing 
address ;  but  intimated  that  her  Majesty’s  government 
were  unable,  at  present,  to  make  any  progress  towards 


Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1874,  No.  54. 
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a  compliance  therewith,  but  would  resume  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  whole  question  hereafter."' 

In  March  1879  the  attention  of  the  governor- 
general  was  directed  to  the  matter,  by  a  deputation 
of  senators  and  members  specially  interested  in  the 
removal  of  the  disabilities  which  continue  to  devolve 
upon  German  emigrants  in  Canada,  and  his  excellency 
promised  to  bring  the  question  under  the  notice  of  her 
Majesty’s  ministers. 

And  in  March  1881  the  Canadian  commons  were 
informed  that  negotiations  had  been  entered  into, 
between  the  Imperial  and  the  German  governments, 
with  a  view,  by  treaty,  to  enable  German  settlers  in 
Canada  to  obtain  complete  naturalisation.* 

By  the  ninety-first  section  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  1867,  the  dominion  parliament  is  exclu¬ 
sively  empowered  to  legislate  upon  ‘  naturalisation  and 
aliens.’  Accordingly,  in  1881,  an  act  respecting 
naturalisation  and  aliens  was  passed  by  the  parliament 
of  Canada,  which  provided  that,  thenceforth,  no  alien 
should  be  naturalised  within  Canada,  except  under 
the  provisions  thereof/  It  has  been  assumed  by  the 
Ontario  and  Manitoba  legislatures  that,  whereas  the 
ninety-second  section  of  the  act  aforesaid  empowers 
provincial  legislatures  to  exclusively  make  laws  con¬ 
cerning  ‘  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  province,’ 
these  legislatures  only  are  competent  to  authorise  aliens 
to  hold  and  transmit  real  estate.2  But  the  fourth  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  dominion  act  of  1881  expressly  declares 


w  Can.  Com.  Jour.  1876,  p.  G3.  ous  proceedings  taken  in  Manitoba 
x  Can.  Com.  Debates,  1881,  p.  that  had  been  executed  under  the 
1340.  presumption  that  it  had  been  in 

y  This  act  was  not  put  into  force  force  from  the  date  of  its  passing, 
by  proclamation  untid  June  30, 1883  z  Rev.  Stats.  Ontario,  c.  97  ; 
(Can.  Gaz.  v.  17,  p.  2),  and  an  act  Manitoba  Stats.  1873  (37  Yic.  c. 
was  passed  in  the  same  year,  46  43). 

Yic.  c.  31,  legalising  certain  errone- 
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that  1  real  and  personal  property  of  every  description 
may  be  taken,  acquired,  held  and  disposed  of  by  an 
alien’  in  Canada,  subject  to  certain  restrictions, 
therein  stated,  it  being  understood  that  the  concurrent 
rights  of  legislation  in  the  several  provinces  are  not 
thereby  infringed. 

v  o 

Mention  has  already  been  made  {ante,  p.  187)  of 
questions  which  have  arisen  in  various  British  colonies 
from  the  influx  therein  of  Chinese. 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

IMPERIAL  DOMINION  EXERCISABLE  OVER  SELF-GOVERNING 

COLONIES  :  BY  APPEALS  TO  THE  COURTS  OF  LAW  AND 

TO  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL. 

Legislation  by  tlie  Imperial  parliament,  as  lias  been 
already  pointed  out,  is  not  subject  to  be  reviewed  and 
annulled  by  any  court  of  law  within  the  realm.  Par¬ 
liament  itself,  in  its  collective  capacity,  is  the  highest 
court  iu  the  kingdom,  and  is  necessarily  the  supreme 
judge  of  the  proper  limits  of  its  own  jurisdiction  and 
powers ;  and  it  is  not  either  constitutional  or  lawful 
for  an  inferior  court  to  question  the  propriety  or  the 
discretion  of  any  act  done  or  passed  by  the  Imperial 
parliament.0. 

Within  the  limits  of  every  colony  or  province 
having  representative  institutions,  the  local  legislature 
is  invested  with  a  similar  supreme  authority  and  juris¬ 
diction,13  subject  of  course  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Crown  in  assenting  to  or  disallowing  colonial  enact¬ 
ments ;  and  subject,  moreover,  to  the  determination  of 
the  question,  whether  the  legislature  has  exceeded  its 
competency,  and  the  lawful  bounds  of  its  prescribed 
powers,  on  any  given  occasion.  For  the  powers  of 
everv  colonial  legislature — in  contradistinction  to  those 
of  the  Imperial  parliament — are  defined  and  limited, 
and  are  practically  prescribed  by  a  constitution  which 
is  written.  All  such  constitutions  must  be  interpreted 
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a  See  ante,  p.  244. 


b  See  ante,  p.  242;  ^ost,  p.  520. 
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by  the  judiciary,  whose  province  and  duty  it  is  to 
expound  and  declare  the  law.c 

It  is  the  primary  condition  of  all  legislation  by 
subordinate  and  provincial  assemblies,  throughout  the 
British  empire,  that  the  same  ‘  shall  not  be  repugnant 
to  the  law  of  England.’ 11  This  condition  is  enforced  in 
two  ways :  firstly,  as  has  been  elsewhere  shown,  by  the 
right  and  duty  of  the  Crown  to  disallow  any  act  that 
contravenes  this  principle ; e  secondly,  by  the  decision 
of  the  local  judiciary  in  the  colony,  in  the  first  instance, 
and  ultimately  of  her  Majesty’s  Imperial  privy  council, 
upon  an  action  or  suit  at  law,  duly  brought  before  such 
a  tribunal,  to  declare  and  adjudge  a  colonial,  dominion, 
or  provincial  statute,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  be 
ultra  vires  and  void,  as  being  in  excess  of  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  conferred  upon  the  legislature  by  which  the  same 
was  enacted,  or  at  variance  with  some  Imperial  law  in 
force  in  the  colony;  or  otherwise,  by  a  similar  decision, 
to  confirm  and  approve  of  the  legality  of  the  act  the 
validity  of  which  had  been  impugned. £ 

The  power  of  interpreting  colonial  statutes,  and  of 
deciding  upon  their  constitutional  effect  and  validity, 
is  a  common  and  inherent  right,  appertaining  to  all 
her  Majesty’s  courts  of  law  before  which  a  question 
arising  out  of  the  same  could  be  properly  submitted 
for  adjudication.8  This  includes  a  jurisdiction  to  in¬ 
quire  whether  acts  done  by  an  officer  appointed  by  a 
colonial  executive  government,  under  the  provisions  of 


c  See  Story,  Const,  of  U.  States, 
sec.  1576.  Tremenheere,  U.  S. 
Constitution  compared  with  our 
Own,  ch.  xv.  (and  see  post,  p.  537). 
Blackwood  v.  The  Queen,  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.S.  v.  48,  p.  441. 
d  See  ante,  p.  166. 
e  See  ante,  p.  171. 
f  Mr.  Secretary  Cardwell,  Hans. 
D.  v.  185,  p.  1320.  And  see  the 
judgment  of  the  privy  council  in  the 


Queen  v.  Burah,  L.  E.  3  App.  Cas. 
889.  For  other  precedents  of  such 
judicial  decisions,  see^?osf,  p.  547. 

s  O’Sullivan,  Manual  of  Govt,  in 
Canada,  p.  132 ;  and  see  Law  Mag. 
for  Aug.  1867,  p.  287 ;  La  Revue 
Critique,  Ac.,  du  Canada,  Janvier, 
1871,  p.  117  ;  ib.  Janvier,  1872,  p. 
51 ;  ib.  Avril  1872  and  Avril  1873  ; 
Com.  Pap.  1847  48.  v.  43,  pp.  624- 
671 ;  ib.  1849,  v.  35,  p.  57. 
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an  Imperial  statute,  are  in  conformity  with  the  autho¬ 
rity  intended  to  be  conferred  by  that  enactments 

In  1879,  in  the  case  of  one  F.  Gleich,  an  absconding  bankrupt  Prece- 
from  South  Australia,  the  supreme  court  of  New  Zealand  decided  dents, 
that  the  New  Zealand  Foreign  Offenders’  Apprehension  Act,  1863, 
was  ultra  vires.  This  act  was  passed  with  a  view  to  authorise  the 
deportation  of  persons  charged  with  indictable  misdemeanours,  com¬ 
mitted  in  other  Australian  colonies,  and  their  surrender  to  the 
authorities  of  the  colony  where  the  offence  had  been  committed. 
Doubts  were  entertained  at  the  time  of  its  enactment  in  regard  to 
the  validity  of  this  statute,  but  the  home  government  took  no  steps 
to  disallow  it.  But  on  the  question  being  raised  before  the  supreme 
court,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  colonial  legislature  had  no  power  to 
authorise  the  conveyance  on  the  high  seas  to  another  colony,  and 
the  detention  outside  its  own  jurisdiction,  of  any  person  whatsoever. 

Such  power  must  be  exercised — or  expressly  conferred  on  the  local 
legislature — by  Imperial  enactment. 

In  notifying  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  of  this  judg¬ 
ment,  the  governor  stated  that  his  ministers  hoped  that  the  Imperial 
parliament  would  remedy  the  defect — as  by  an  extension  of  the 
remedy  already  afforded — in  the  provision  made  for  the  apprehen¬ 
sion  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  in  other  colonies  of  persons  charged 
with  felony,  committed  in  a  colony — by  the  Imperial  act  6  A  7 
Vic.  c.  34 ;  which  is  extended  to  places  to  which  the  Foreign 
Jurisdiction  Act,  1843,  applies,  by  41  ■&,  42  Vic.  c.  67,  sec.  3, 
sch.  1.  Legislation  to  this  effect  had  in  fact  been  proposed  by  a 
circular  despatch  from  Lord  Carnarvon,  dated  December  6,  1876, 
but  nothing  had  since  been  done  in  this  direction.1  Accordingly,  in 
1881,  the  Imperial  parliament  passed  an  act  to  amend  the  law  with 
respect  to  fugitive  offenders  committing  crimes  in  one  part  of  the 
empire  and  absconding  to  another  part,  so  as  to  facilitate,  upon  a 
uniform  plan,  their  apprehension  and  trial  (44  A  45  Vic.  c.  69). 

‘  The  laws  of  a  colony  cannot  extend  beyond  its  territorial  limits.’ i 


h  Ouimet,  Att.-Gen.  v.  J.  H. 
Gray,  15  Lower  Can.  Jur.  306. 

1  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 
1877,  p.  243  (with  draft  of  an  act 
and  correspondence  thereon) ;  see 
also  N.  Z.  House  Jour.  1880,  App. 
A.  1,  p.  5(3;  A.  6;  ib.  1882,  App. 
A.  1,  pp.  2,  0 ;  Canadian  Corresp. 
by  Mr.  Blake,  minister  of  justice,  in 
1877-78,  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No. 
40. 


j  L.  J.  Turner,  1  L.  R.  Ch. 
App.  47 ;  and  see  ante,  p.  178 ;  see 
Peek  v.  Shields,  U.  C.  C.  P.  v.  31, 
p.  112.  And  the  case  of  Ld.  Dur¬ 
ham’s  illegal  ordinance  enacted  by 
the  special  council  of  Lower  Canada 
in  1838,  for  the  transportation  of 
certain  political  offenders  to  Ber¬ 
muda — which  was  disallowed  by 
Imperial  government  and  the  trans¬ 
action  covered  by  an  act  of  in- 
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The  Imperial  parliament  is  subject  to  no  such  restraint  or  limita¬ 
tion. k  But  jurisdiction  is  given  by  the  Imperial  acts  (9  Geo.  IV. 
c.  83,  and  12  &  13  Vic.  c.  96)  to  colonial  courts  to  try  certain 
offences  committed  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  those  courts  :  and  by 
the  act  37  &  38  Aric.  c.  27,  provision  is  made  to  regulate  the  sen¬ 
tences  imposed  upon  conviction  of  such  offenders.1 

In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  enactment,  and  to  vindicate 
at  the  same  time  Canadian  autonomy,  the  parliament  of  Canada,  in 
1882,  passed  an  act  respecting  fugitive  offenders  found  in  Canada 
who  were  accused  of  having  committed  offences  in  some  other  part 
of  her  Majesty’s  dominions,  which  is  substantially  a  transcript  of  the 
English  act,  save  only  that  the  moment  an  offender  is  placed  on 
shipboard  for  transportation  to  another  colony  the  Imperial  statute 
wull  become  operative.111 

By  a  circular  despatch,  dated  March  11,  1882,  the  Canadian 
government  were  informed  of  the  procedure  to  be  adopted  in  order 
to  carry  out  the  ‘Fugitive  Offenders  Act.’n 

The  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council  decided,  in  1882, 
on  appeal  from  the  supreme  court  of  Victoria,  that  an  act  of  the 
colony,  concerning  duties  on  estates  of  deceased  persons,  did  not 
extend  to  personal  estate  or  property  locally  situated  outside  the 
colony,  and  was  therefore  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Victorian 
legislature.0 

We  liave  elsewhere  (post,  pp.  547-575)  discussed 
this  subject  at  considerable  length,  in  connection  with 
legislation  in  the  several  provinces  of  the  dominion  of 
Canada,  as  well  as  in  respect  to  legislation  by  the 
dominion  parliament :  it  is  unnecessary  therefore  to 
enlarge  upon  the  question  any  further  in  this  section ; 
and  we  may  proceed  to  show  the  extent  and  method  of 
control  which  is  still  exercised  by  the  Crown  over  all 


demnity  passed  by  the  Imperial 
parliament.  Mirror  of  Pari.  1838, 
pp.  5907,  0151,  6186,  act  1  &  2  Vic. 
c.  112. 

k  See  ante,  p.  245. 

1  See  Queensland  Leg.  Coun. 
Jour.  1875,  p.  883;  and  see  Forsyth, 
Const.  Cases,  c.  vii. ;  see  also  ante, 
p.  239. 

m  See  Can.  Sess.  Tap.  1882,  No. 


40;  Can.  Debates,  1882,  p.  1259; 
Can.  Stat.  45  Vic.  c.  21. 

n  Can.  Gazette,  Jan.  5,  1883 ; 
see  Ivirchner,  Law  and  Practice 
concerning  Fugitive  Offenders,  Lon¬ 
don,  1882  ;  and  Stephen,  Crim.  Proc. 
London,  1883,  part  iv. 

0  Blackwood  v.  The  Queen,  L.  T. 
Rep.  N.S.  v.  48,  p.  441. 
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the  colonies  and  dependencies  of  the  empire,  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  privy  council. 

The  sovereign,  as  the  fountain  of  justice,  is  consti¬ 
tutionally  empowered  to  receive  petitions  and  appeals 
from  all  her  colonies  and  possessions  abroad,  upon 
whatever  regulations  and  conditions  may  be  defined 
and  imposed  by  the  authority  of  the  Crown  in  council. p 

Such  petitions  or  appeals  are  referred  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  either  of  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy 
conncil,  or  of  some  other  committee  of  that  body,  upon 
whose  report  the  decision  of  the  sovereign  is  pro¬ 
nounced.  The  reference  may  be  made  either  upon  an 
appeal  from  an  inferior  colonial  court,  or  on  a  petition 
or  claim  of  right,  or  on  a  petition  praying  for  the 
redress  of  a  grievance  that  is  not  within  the  prescribed 
jurisdiction  of  other  courts  or  departments  of  state,  but 
which  the  Crown  is  willing  to  entertain. q  It  is  not  the 
duty  of  the  governor  of  a  colony  to  transmit  to  the 
secretary  of  state  an  application  of  this  description  from 
parties  in  a  private  suit,  but  the  same  should  be  brought 
before  the  lords  of  the  council  by  a  professional  agent, 
in  the  customary  way.r 

If  the  matter  of  grievance  or  complaint  be  one  that 
is  properly  cognisable  by  a  legal  tribunal,  it  would  be 
referred  to  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council, 
which,  by  the  act  3  &  4  Will.  IY.  c.  41,  in  addition 
to  its  ordinary  functions  as  a  court  of  appeal  from 
inferior  courts  of  law,  is  empowered  (by  sec.  4)  to  con¬ 
sider  ‘  any  matters  whatsoever  ’  that  the  Crown  shall 
think  fit  to  refer  to  it.8  It  has,  however,  been  decided 
that  this  clause  will  not  justify  a  reference  to  the  judi- 

p  Stat.  24  Hen.  VIII.  c.  12  ;  25  Canada  Assem.  Jour.  1861,  p.  176. 
Hen.  VIII.  c.  19,  sec.  4.  And  see  r  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 
post,  p.  417.  1875,  p.  879. 

q  Stephen,  New  Comm.  ed.  1874,  s  Todd,  Paid.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  624, 
v.  2,  p.  461 ;  Regina  v.  Bertrand,  new  ed.  v.  2,  p.  677.  Finlason, 
P.  C.  App.  v.  1,  p.  520.  And  see  History,  Constitution,  and  Character 
*  X 
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cial  committee  of  anything  whatever  that  could  not  be 
properly  entertained  by,  or  come  before,  the  Crown  in 
council.  For  example,  this  committee  could  not  advise 
upon  questions  of  general  or  political  policy,  for  that  is 
the  especial  province  of  the  cabinet  council;  neither 
could  it  advise  in  criminal  matters,  in  which,  except  in 
certain  colonial  cases,  no  appeal  to  the  privy  council  is 
allowed  by  law.1 

But  the  Crown  may,  by  its  prerogative,  review  the  decisions  of 
all  colonial  courts,  criminal  as  well  as  civil,  unless  this  prerogative 
has  been  expressly  annulled  by  charter  or  statute,  though  an  appeal, 
in  a  criminal  case,  is  rarely  entertained  by  the  privy  council." 

With  a  view  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  judicial 
committee,  it  is  customary  to  summon  to  the  privy 
council  judges  and  men  of  eminence  in  every  branch 
of  legal  study,  expressly  that  they  may  assist  at  the  de¬ 
liberations  of  the  same/  And  in  1871,  by  the  act  34 
&  35  Yic.  c.  91,  four  additional  paid  judges  wTere 
added  to  the  judicial  committee  for  the  like  purpose. 
By  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  Act,  1873,  sec. 
21,  her  Majesty  in  council  was  empowered  to  transfer 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  judicial  committee  to  the  new 
court  of  appeals  created  by  that  statute.  But  by  the 
amending  act  of  1875,  the  operation  of  this  section  was 
suspended  ;  and,  by  the  twenty-fourth  section  of  the 
Appellate  Jurisdiction  Act  of  1876,  it  was  repealed,  and 
new  provisions  enacted  to  maintain  the  existence  of 


qf  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council,  London,  1878.  For 
examples  of  such  references,  see 
Can.  Leg.  Ass.  Jour.  1852-53,  App. 
T.T.T.T.  No.  12,  and  in  1878,  on 
receipt  of  special  case  agreed  upon 
by  local  governments  of  Ontario  and 
Quebec,  touching  validity  of  an 
award  by  two  arbitrators  under  142 
section  of  British  N.  Am.  Act,  1867, 
the  third  arbitrator  having  resigned 
after  hearing  and  before  decision, 


the  same  was  referred  to  the  judi¬ 
cial  committee,  under  sec.  4  of  act 
3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  41,  decided  upon 
and  the  decision  ratified  by  the 
Queen  in  council.  See  Ontario  Sess. 
Pap.  1878,  No.  42. 

1  Hans.  D.  v.  209,  pp.  977,  984. 

u  Forsyth,  Const.  Law,  p.  379 ; 
Macpherson,  P.  C.  Prac.  ed.  1873, 
p.  CO. 

T  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  625, 
new  ed.  v.  2,  p.  680. 
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the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council,  and  to 
strengthen  the  point  of  connection  between  that  body 
and  the  house  of  lords,  as  the  ultimate  courts  of 
appeal  for  the  British  empire. w 

The  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Queen  in  council  is 
retained  for  the  benefit  of  the  colonies,  not  for  that  of 
the  mother  country.  It  secures  to  every  British  sub¬ 
ject  a  right  to  claim  redress  of  grievances  from  the 
throne.  It  provides  a  remedy  in  certain  cases  not 
falling  within  the  jurisdiction  of  ordinary  courts  of 
justice;  it  removes  causes  from  the  influence  of  local 
prepossessions  ;  it  affords  the  means  of  maintaining  the 
uniformity  of  the  law  of  England  in  those  colonies 
which  derive  the  great  body  of  their  law  from  Great 
Britain  ;  and  it  enables  suitors,  if  they  think  fit,  to 
obtain  a  decision  in  the  last  resort  from  the  highest 
judicial  authority  and  legal  capacity  existing  in  the 
metropolis.  It  is  true  that  in  a  colony  which  possesses 
an  efficient  court  of  appeal,  it  may  be  seldom  necessary 
to  have  recourse  to  this  supreme  tribunal.  Nevertheless 
its  controlling  power,  though  dormant  and  rarely  in¬ 
voked,  is  felt  by  every  judge  in  the  empire,  because 
he  knows  that  his  decisions  are  liable  to  be  submitted 
to  it.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  British  colonists  have  uniformly  exhibited  a  strong- 
desire  not  to  part  with  the  right  of  appeal  from  colonial 
courts  to  the  Queen  in  council.* 

Since  the  establishment  of  responsible  government 
in  the  principal  British  colonies,  the  supreme  interpre¬ 
tation  and  application  of  the  law  upon  appeal  to  the 
mother  country  has  become  almost  the  sole  remaining 
power  exercised  through  the  Crown  over  the  self-govern- 


w  Charley’s  Judicature  Acts,  3rd  appellate  jurisdiction,  1872,  pp.  17, 
ed.  1877,  pp.  32,  1014.  34.  And  see  Chalmers’s  Political 

x  Evidence  of  Mr.  Henry  Reeve,  Annals,  pp.  304,  671,  687. 
before  the  lords’  committee  on 
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ing  dependencies  of  the  realm,  even  in  those  colonies 
which  have  been  entrusted  with  the  largest  measure  ol 
local  self-government.  While  ample  powers  have  been 
granted,  by  the  Imperial  parliament,  to  every  colonial 
legislature  to  establish,  to  abolish,  and  to  reconstitute 
courts  of  judicature,  and  to  provide  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  justice  in  the  colony/  the  right  of  appeal  to 
the  privy  council  continues  everywhere  to  be  main¬ 
tained,  and  is  usually  regarded  with  profound  respect 
and  appreciation.2 

This  is,  moreover,  one  of  the  rights  of  the  subject 
with  which  the  Crown,  by  its  mere  prerogative,  cannot 
interfere ;  for  the  Crown  has  no  power  to  deprive  the 
subject  of  any  of  his  rights.  Although  acting  with  the 
other  branches  of  the  legislature,  the  Crown  is  enabled 
to  exercise  this  power  in  any  part  of  the  realm.11 

Thus,  by  the  act  passed  by  the  parliament  of  Canada, 
in  1875,  ‘to  establish  a  supreme  court,  and  a  court  of 
exchequer,  for  the  dominion  of  Canada,’  it  is  enacted 
that  an  appeal  shall  lie  to  the  supreme  court  from  all 
final  judgments  of  the  highest  court  of  final  resort,  now 
or  hereafter  to  be  established  in  any  province  of  Canada. 
It  is  also  declared  that  ‘  the  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  shall  in  all  cases  be  final  and  conclusive,  and  no 
appeal  shall  be  brought  from  any  judgment  or  order 
of  the  supreme  court  to  any  court  of  appeal  esta¬ 
blished  by  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland, 
by  which  appeals  or  petitions  to  her  Majesty  in  council 
may  be  ordered  to  be  heard :  saving  any  right  which 
her  Majesty  may  be  graciously  pleased  to  exercise  by 
virtue  of  her  royal  prerogative.’  b 


y  28  &  29  Vic.  c.  63,  sec.  5. 

2  See  Hans.  D.  v.  202,  p.  1284 ; 
v.  208,  p.  930 ;  and  see  cases  cited 
in  Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada,  pp. 
339-347. 


a  Cuvillier  v.  Aylwin,  2  Knapp, 
78. 

b  Can.  Act,  38  Vic.  c.  11,  sec. 
47.  See  amending  acts  of  39  Vic. 
c.  26  ;  42  Vic.  c.  39  ;  43  Vic.  c.  34 ; 
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Tliis  act  does  not  deprive  the  subject  in  Canada  of 
the  right  to  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  highest  pro¬ 
vincial  court  of  last  resort  (court  of  Queen’s  bench,  or 
court  of  review)  direct  to  the  Queen  in  council,  where 
such  right  of  appeal  has  not  been  lawfully  restrained  by 
statute.  Thus,  in  Canada,  appeals  are  permitted  only 
where  the  sum  in  dispute  exceeds  £500  sterling  (in 
Lower  Canada),  or  four  thousand  dollars  in  Ontario, 
except  in  certain  specified  cases.  Under  such  circum¬ 
stances  appellants  have  the  choice  of  carrying  their  suit 
for  final  determination  either  to  the  supreme  court  of 
Canada,  or  to  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy 
council.0 

It  has  since  been  decided  by  the  judicial  committee, 
in  the  case  of  St.  Andrew’s  church,  Montreal,  that,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  foregoing  statute,  they  are  competent, 
in  any  proper  case,  to  advise  her  Majesty  to  allow  an 
appeal  to  the  privy  council  from  a  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Canada,  or  any  other  court  of  last 
resort  therein. 

In  1878,  the  court  of  Queen’s  bench  at  Montreal  decided,  in  the 
case  of  the  City  of  Montreal  v.  Devlin,  that  leave  to  appeal  to  the 
privy  council  from  a  judgment  of  the  court  of  Queen’s  bench, 
Quebec,  must  be  granted  upon  the  application  of  one  party  to  the 
suit,  notwithstanding  that  the  adverse  party  had  previously  obtained 
leave,  on  application  to  another  judge  in  chambers,  to  appeal  from 
the  same  judgment  to  the  supreme  court  of  Canada.  Whatever 
might  be  the  inconveniences  resulting  from  the  allowing  in  the 
same  case  of  a  double  appeal  to  two  separate  tribunals,  whose 
decisions  are  each  held  by  law  to  be  supreme  and  final,  the  court 
could  not  refuse  to  grant  the  appeal  to  the  privy  council,  being 
equally  bound  so  to  do  by  the  precise  text  of  the  law,  as  was  the 

50-51  Vic.  c.  16 ;  51  Vic.  c.  37  ;  52  Upper  Canada,  see  Taylor  &  Ewart, 
Vic.  c.  37  ;  53  Vic.  c.  35 ;  54-55  Vic.  Judicature  Act,  1881,  p.  87  ;  and 
e.  25.  see  Caching  v.  Dupuy  to  the  same 

c  De  Gaspe  et  al.  v.  Bessener  et  effect,  that  the  prerogative  of  the 
ail.,  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  v.  39,  p.  550.  Crown  cannot  be  taken  away  by 
For  the  practice  regulating  appeals  implication.  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  v.  42, 
in  Lower  Canada,  see  Foran’s  Code  p.  445. 
of  Civil  Procedure,  p.  577 ;  and  in 
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judge  in  chambers  to  allow  the  appeal  sought  for  to  the  supreme 
court. d  In  this  particular  case,  however,  the  parties  to  the  suit 
finally  came  to  a  compromise,  so  that  neither  appeal  was  prosecuted.e 

‘  This  double  appeal,  which  exists  as  a  matter  of  statutory  right, 
may  seem  an  anomaly,  but  in  practice  no  difficulty  has  resulted  from 
it.  The  statement  that  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Canada  is  final  is  subject  to  some  qualification.  As  has  been  said, 
the  section  of  the  supreme  and  exchequer  courts  act  which  de¬ 
clares  that  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  shall  be  final,  also 
says,  “  saving  any  right  which  her  Majesty  may  be  graciously  pleased 
to  exercise  by  virtue  of  her  royal  prerogative  ;  ”  and  an  appeal  may 
be  allowed  to  the  privy  council  from  the  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Canada  (except  in  criminal  appeals,  and  also  election 
appeals,  as  will  be  seen  hereafter),  and  in  fact  many  such  appeals 
have  been  allowed,  not  as  a  matter  of  statutory  right,  but  of  grace. 
The  exercise  of  the  prerogative  in  this  direction  would  there¬ 
fore  prevent  any  evil  which  might  be  threatened  from  conflicting 
judgments.  Further,  it  may  reasonably  be  assumed  that  in  the 
event  of  concurrent  appeals  being  taken  the  supreme  court  would 
withhold  its  decision  pending  the  result  of  the  appeal  to  the  privy 
council.’ f 

In  1876  the  judicial  committee  decided  tliat  an  act 
of  the  Quebec  legislature  transferring  the  right  of  trying 
election  petitions  from  the  legislative  assembly  of  the 
province  to  the  judges  of  the  superior  court,  which 
declared  that  ‘such  judgment  shall  not  be  susceptible 
of  appeal,’  did  not  thereby  infringe  on  the  prerogative 
right  of  the  Crown  to  hear  appeals ;  which  right  cannot 
be  taken  away  by  any  statute,  except  by  express  words. 
But  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  this  particular  act,  to 
which  the  Crown  had  assented  and  which  affected  the 
rights  and  privileges  appertaining  to  the  legislative 
assembly  independent  of  the  Crown,  it  was  evident  that 
it  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 


d  L.  Can.  Jurist,  v.  22,  p.  136. 

0  St.  Andrew’s  church,  Montreal, 
v.  Johnston,  L.  It.  App.  Cases,  v.  3, 
p.  159 ;  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  v.  37,  p. 
556  ;  Doutre,  Const,  of  Can.  p.  341. 
f  Memorandum  from  Mr.  R. 


Cassels,  registrar  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Canada.  Vide  also  Cas- 
sels’s  Practice  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada,  pp.  56,  57,  75,  76,  8vo. 
Toronto,  1888. 
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have  created  a  tribunal  which  should  be  liable  to  have  Appeals 
its  decisions  reviewed  upon  an  appeal  to  the  Crown,  council7 
under  its  prerogative.8 .  limited. 

The  same  principle  was  laid  down  in  an  appeal  from 
the  supreme  court  of  Canada  in  the  Glengarry  election 
case,  Kennedy  v.  Purcell.  £  Their  lordships,’  says  the 
judgment,  ‘  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  give  any  decision 
on  the  abstract  question  of  the  existence  of  the  prero¬ 
gative  in  this  case,  because  they  are  satisfied  that  if  it 
exists  it  ought  not  to  be  exerted  in  the  case  before 
them.’  h 

Again,  the  lords  of  the  council — in  their  judgment 
on  June  24,  1882,  in  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  New 
Brunswick  v.  McLeod — have  stated  their  reasons  for 
discountenancing  appeals  from  Canadian  courts,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  expressed  wishes  of  the  dominion  parlia¬ 
ment,  except  as  an  act  of  grace,  and  to  be  exercised 
only  in  cases  of  general  interest  and  importance,  irre¬ 
spective  of  the  opinions  of  their  lordships  in  the  matter 
of  law,  or  as  to  the  findings  of  the  facts  of  the  case  by 
Canadian  courts.1 

And  their  lordships  will  not  advise  the  admission  of 
an  appeal  from  the  supreme  court  save  where  the  case 
is  one  of  gravity,  involving  matter  of  public  interest,  or 
some  important  question  of  law,  or  affecting  property 
of  considerable  amount!  Nor  will  they  allow  an  appeal 
where  the  only  issue  raised  is  one  of  fact.  Parties 
petitioning  for  leave  to  appeal  must  state  succinctly, 
but  fully,  the  grounds  upon  which  they  make  their 
application;  and  must  afterwards  confine  their  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  those  grounds.  k 

In  "order  to  ratify  by  the  authority  of  parliament 

e  Theberge  v.  Landry,  L.  R.  App.  1  Can.  Legal  News,  v.  5,  p.  401. 
v.  2,  p.  102  ;  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  v.  35,  j  Prince  v.  Gagnon,  8  L.  R.  App. 
p.  640.  See  also  Wellington  Elec-  Cas.  103. 

tion  Case,  44  XJ.  C.  Q.  B.  132.  k  Canada  Cent.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mur- 

h  59  L.  T.  N.  S.  p.  281.  ray,  ib.  p  574. 
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the  principle  asserted  in  the  case  of  St.  Andrew’s  church, 
Montreal,  above  cited,  that  no  British  subject  throughout 
the  Queen’s  dominions  shall  be  deprived  of  the  liberty 
of  appeal  to  the  privy  council,  it  was  provided  in  the 
fifty-first  section  of  the  South  Africa  Union  Act,  1877, 
that  no  act  of  the  union  parliament  shall  be  construed 
to  abridge  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  Queen  in  council 
from  any  judgment  of  the  general  court  of  appeal  to  be 
hereafter  established  in  South  Africa. 

But  so  far  as  Canada  is  concerned  the  right  of 
appeal  to  the  Queen  in  council  in  criminal  cases  has 
been  abolished,  and  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court 
of  Canada  made  absolutely  final  by  ‘  an  act  further  to 
amend  the  law  respecting  procedure  in  criminal  cases,’ 
which  substitutes  for  sub-section  5  of  section  1  of  50 
&  51  Yic.  c.  50,  the  following  provisions  : — 

‘  Notwithstanding  any  royal  prerogative  .  .  .  no 
appeal  shall  be  brought  in  any  criminal  case  from  any 
judgment  or  order  of  any  court  in  Canada  to  any  court 
of  appeal  or  authority  by  which  in  the  United- Kingdom 
appeals  or  petitions  to  her  Majesty  in  council" may 
be  heard/  1 


1  Stat.  Canada,  51  Vic.  c.  43,  sec.  5. 


CHAPTEE  X. 


IMPERIAL  DOMINION  EXERCISABLE  OVER  SELF-GOVERNING 
COLONIES  :  BY  THE  GRANT  OF  HONOURS  AND  TITULAR 
DISTINCTIONS  IN  THE  COLONIES. 

Having  passed  under  review  the  use  and  control  of  the 
various  prerogatives  of  the  Crown  that  are  incidental 
to  the  ordinary  administration  of  government  in  a 
limited  monarchy,  we  have  next  to  consider  certain 
extraordinary  prerogatives  appertaining  to  the  sove¬ 
reign,  which  are  exceptional  in  their  nature  and  personal 
in  tlieir  exercise,  and  which,  accordingly,  are  not  trans¬ 
missible  from  the  Crown  by  any  general  delegation,  but 
are  only  confided  as  a  matter  of  high  trust  to  certain 
eminent  public  functionaries  who  are  specially  commis¬ 
sioned  by  the  sovereign  to  administer  the  same.  These 
are,  firstly,  the  prerogative  wherein  the  sovereign  acts 
as  the  fountain  of  honour  ;  secondly,  the  prerogative 
of  mercy.  These  prerogatives,  from  their  especial  cha¬ 
racteristics,  are  not  included  in  the  ordinary  delegation 
of  powers  to  a  governor  or  a  lieutenant-governor,  but 
are  either  reserved  for  the  exercise  of  the  sovereign 
directly,  or  are  administered  by  a  viceroy  or  governor- 
general  by  express  delegation  to  him  as  the  Queen’s 
representative  .'a 


a  Earl  of  Carnarvon’s  Despatch  as  minister  of  justice,  dated  Jan.  3, 
to  Governor  Robinson,  of  New  South  1872,  to  the  governor-general  of 
AVales,  Oct.  7,  1874,  in  Com.  Pap.  Canada,  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877, 
1875,  v.  53,  p.  677.  And  see  Sir  No.  89,  p.  332. 

John  A.  Macdonald’s  memorandum 
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It  is  a  constitutional  principle  of  great  importance 
that  all  honours  conferred  upon  individuals  in  any  part 
of  the  empire  should  emanate  from  the  highest  source 
of  authority  and  dignity. 

No  British  subject  is  at  liberty  to  accept  and  wear  any  foreign 
order,  decoration,  or  medal  without  express  license  from  the  Crown. 
Such  leave  is  never  granted  unless  it  is  intended  to  reward  active 
and  distinguished  service  against  an  enemy,  or  actual  employment 
in  the  service  of  the  sovereign  conferring  the  distinction,  or  attend¬ 
ance  upon  a  foreign  sovereign  to  convey  to  him  an  order  from  the 
British  monarch.  The  rules  governing  the  practice  in  such  cases 
were  established  by  Lord  Castlereagh  in  1812,  and  were  revised  in 
1870.  They  are  strictly  maintained,  although  they  may  not  be 
capable  of  being  legally  enforced.*1 

Honorary  distinctions  should  be  bestowed,  as  far  as 
possible,  by  the  spontaneous  action  of  the  sovereign, 
and  not  necessarily  or  exclusively  at  the  instigation  of 
others.  Nevertheless,  this  prerogative,  like  every  other 
function  of  royalty,  must  be  exercised  with  the  concur¬ 
rence  and  upon  the  responsibility  of  ministers  ;  and 
recommendations  in  respect  to  the  same  are  suitably 
tendered  to  the  sovereign  by  the  prime  minister.0 

In  regard  to  the  distribution  of  honours  in  the  colo¬ 
nies,  Lord  Eloin,  when  governor-general  of  Canada  in 
1853,  wrote  to  the  colonial  secretary  (the  Duke  of  New¬ 
castle)  as  follows  :  4  Now  that  the  bonds  formed  by  com¬ 
mercial  protection  and  the  disposal  of  local  offices  are 
severed,  it  is  very  desirable  that  the  prerogative  of  the 
Crown,  as  the  fountain  of  honour,  should  be  employed, 
in  so  far  as  this  can  properly  be  done,  as  a  means  of 


b  See  Queen  Victoria's  letter  to 
Emperor  Napoleon,  in  Martin’s  Pr. 
Consort,  v.  3,  p.  472  ;  ib.  v.  5,  pp. 
392,  394  ;  L.  T.  Nov.  9, 1878,  p.  19 ; 
Wellington’s  Desp.  3rd  ser.  v.  5,  pp. 
321,  400  ;  Earl  of  Derby,  Hans.  D. 
v.  229,  p.  12G5.  For  regulations  in 
question,  see  Official  Foreign  Office 
List. 


c  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  pp.  366, 
new  ed.  p.  589  ;  Hans.  D.  v.  192,  p. 
1813;  v.  193,  p.  1835;  v.  223,  p.  975. 
And  see  Martin,  Life  of  the  Prince 
Consort,  v.  3,  p.  478;  Torrens,  Life 
of  Melbourne,  v.  2,  p.  169 ;  Wel¬ 
lington’s  Despatches,  3rd  series,  v. 
7,  pp.  180,  366. 
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attaching  the  outlying  parts  of  the  empire  to  the 
throne.’  ‘  As  a  general  rule,  Imperial  honours  should 
appear  to  emanate  directly  from  the  Crown,  on  the 
advice,  if  you  will,  of  the  governors  and  Imperial  minis¬ 
ters,  hut  not  on  the  recommendation  of  the  local 
executives.’  d 

la  I860,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  governor,  and  at  the 
suggestion  of  his  first  minister,  the  dignity  of  knighthood  was  con¬ 
ferred  upon  the  speaker  of  the  house  of  representatives  of  New 
Zealand.  Upon  the  house  receiving  official  information  of  this 
occurrence,  the  speaker  received  congratulations.  Afterwards,  in 
committee  of  supply,  on  motion  of  the  premier,  100/!,  was  voted  to 
defray  the  usual  charges  on  the  patent.*3 

In  1869,  after  the  successful  termination  of  the  Maori  war,  the 
New  Zealand  minister  advised  the  governor  (Sir  George  Bowen) 
that  it  was  desirable  to  confer  some  decorative  distinction  upon  the 
officers  and  men  of  the  colonial  forces  engaged  therein,  who  had  been 
conspicuous  for  bravery.  Recognising  the  Queen  as  being  ‘  the 
fountain  of  honour,’  who  could  alone  institute  orders  of  merit,  or 
bestow  distinctions  of  Imperial  value,  the  government  nevertheless 
proposed  this  decoration  as  ‘  a  local  honour,’  such  as  had  been  re¬ 
peatedly  given  in  colonies  as  prizes  for  rifle  shooting,  or  awarded  by 
a  geographical  or  humane  society.  The  governor  accepted  this 
advice,  and  on  March  10,  1869,  agreed  to  an  order  in  council,  to 
confer  the  ‘  New  Zealand  Silver  Cross  ’  as  a  decorative  distinction 
upon  deserving  persons,  under  certain  regulations.  He  afterwards 
reported  the  matter  to  the  secretary  of  state,  adding  that,  thus  far, 
five  persons  only  had  received  this  honour. 

Earl  Granville  acknowledged  this  information  in  October  1869. 
In  his  despatch  he  remarked  that  Sir  G.  Bowen  had  overstepped  the 
limits  of  his  authority  in  approving  of  this  matter,  inasmuch 
as  the  authority  inherent  in  the  Queen,  as  the  fountain  of  honour, 
had  not  been  delegated  to  him.  Nevertheless,  ‘  under  the  very 
exceptional  circumstances  of  the  colony,’  her  Majesty  had  been  pleased 
to  sanction  the  order,  from  its  original  date,  by  her  direct  authority, 
but  the  act  was  not  to  be  drawn  into  precedent  in  any  colony ,f 


d  Walrond,  Letters  of  Lord  in  this  colony,  each  of  whom  had 
Elgin,  p.  114.  And  see  post,  p.  329.  received  the  honour  of  knighthood. 

e  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  35,  N.  Z.  House  Jour.  1880,  App.  A. 
pp.  148,  182 ;  v.  36,  p.  482.  In  pre-  1,  a, 

cedingtwenty-five  years, four  gentle-  f  N.  Zeal.  House  Jour.  1870. 
men  had  occupied  the  speaker’s  chair  App.  A.  No.  1,  pp.  17,  18,  72;  ib. 
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honours. 
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Prece¬ 

dence. 


Prece¬ 
dence  in 
the  colo¬ 
nies. 


This  principle  lias  been  generally  recognised  in  the 
exercise  of  this  prerogative  in  the  colonies.  Rules  and 
regulations  in  regard  to  honours  and  tables  of  prece¬ 
dence,  and  decisions  to  determine  controverted  ques¬ 
tions  arising  out  of  the  same,  are  communicated  to 
colonial  governors  by  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state 
for  the  colonies. 

By  order  of  council  of  July  18,  1849 — pursuant  to 
a  report  of  the  lords  of  the  privy  council — precedence 
was  given  to  Mr.  Justice  Bedard  on  his  transference 
from  the  court  of  Queen’s  bench  of  the  district  of 
Quebec  to  that  of  Montreal,  thereby  annulling  an  order 
of  the  court  of  Queen’s  bench  of  Montreal,  which 
assigned  this  judge  a  position  below  two  other  puisne 
judges  of  the  court,  on  the  plea  that  they  were  his 
seniors  on  this  bench,  although  his  commission  as  a 
judge  was  of  older  date  than  their  own  ;  notwithstand¬ 
ing  that  the  Crown  had,  by  letters  patent  issued  on  his 
transference  to  this  court,  given  to  Judge  Bedard  the 
precedence  to  which,  by  the  date  of  his  commission  and 
by  the  custom  of  courts,  he  was  entitled  to  claim.2 

In  the  absence  of  and  subject  to  any  Imperial  or  colo¬ 
nial  enactment,  or  any  royal  declaration  or  instructions 
decisive  of  or  bearing  on  the  question,  the  precedence 
to  be  given  to  British  subjects  resident  in  any  colony 
must  be  determined  by  the  governor,  as  representing  the 
Crown  in  its  character  of  the  fountain  of  honour. 

The  sixth  chapter  of  the  ‘  Official  Rules  and  Regula¬ 
tions  for  her  Majesty’s  Colonial  Service’  (edition  1892) 
deals  with  this  question,  and  treats  of  precedency,  the 
conferring  of  the  decoration  of  4  the  Victoria  cross,’ 


A.  1,  a,  p.  8.  For  new  rules  recog-  human  life  ’  to  be  worn,  see  Regu- 
nising  the  Queen  as  the  source  and  lations  for  the  Volunteer  Force,  N. 
authority  for  honorary  distinctions,  Zeal.  Pari.  Pap.  1882,  H.  10,  p.  25." 
whilst  admitting  ‘  medals  awarded  *  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  v.  7,  p.  23. 
by  a  society  for  bravery  in  saving 
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flags  of  official  personages,  military  and  naval  salutes,  Prece- 
and  colonial  uniforms.  In  regard  to  precedence  of  dence' 
colonial  officers,  it  is  stated  that  this  is,  in  some  cases, 
regulated  by  colonial  enactments,  to  which  the  Crown 
must  necessarily  have  assented  by  royal  charters,  by 
instructions  communicated  either  under  the  royal  signet 
and  sign-manual  through  the  secretary  of  state,  or  by 
authoritative  usage.  In  the  absence  of  any  such  special 
authority,  governors  are  directed  to  guide  themselves 
by  the  subjoined  table.  It  may  be  serviceable  in  this 
connection  to  compare  the  general  official  table  of  pre¬ 
cedence  with  the  special  table  for  use  within  the 
dominion  of  Canada,  which  was  transmitted  by  the 
Queen’s  command,  after  having  received  her  Majesty’s 
approval,  to  the  governor-general  of  Canada  on  July  23, 
1868,  and  was  published  in  the  dominion  official 
gazette,  pointing  out  at  the  same  time  any  variations 
between  the  two  tables  arising  out  of  the  altered  cir¬ 
cumstances  of  Canada  under  the  British  North  America 
Act  of  1867,  and  any  additional  regulations  since 
received  on  the  same  subject. 


General  Table  of  Colonial 
Precedence .h 

1.  The  governor,  lieutenant-gover¬ 

nor,  or  officer  administering 
the  government. 

2.  The  senior  officer  in  command  of 

the  troops,  if  of  the  rank  of 
general,  and  the  officer  in  com¬ 
mand  of  her  Majesty’s  naval 
forces  on  the  station,  if  of  the 
rank  of  an  admiral,  their  own 
relative  rank  being  determined 
by  the  Queen’s  regulations  on 
that  subject. 


Table  of  Precedence  for 
Canada .' 

1.  The  governor-general,  or  officer 

administering  the  government. 

2.  The  same  as  in  the  general  table. 


Prece¬ 
dence  in 
Canada 
and  in 
other  colo¬ 
nies  com¬ 
pared. 


3-6.  The  lieutenant-governor  of  the 
several  provinces  of  Ontario,  of 
Quebec,  of  Nova  Scotia,  and  of 


h  C.  0.  List,  1891,  p.  343.  perial  authority,  see  Dominion  Ga- 

‘  For  last  revised  table  of  pro-  zette,  Feb.  21,  1880. 
cedure  for  Canada,  issued  by  Im- 
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Prece¬ 

dence. 


3.  The  bishop  [or  bishops,  of  all  de¬ 
nominations,  according  to  date 
of  consecration].! 


New  Brunswick.  [And  in  their 
appropriate  order,  the  lieute¬ 
nant-governors  of  provinces 
afterwards  added  to  the  do¬ 
minion.] 

7.  Archbishops  and  bishops,  accord¬ 

ing  to  seniority  [of  consecra¬ 
tion.] 

8.  Members  of  the  cabinet,  accord¬ 

ing  to  seniority.11 

9.  The  speaker  of  the  senate. 


J  Before  the  removal  of  Roman 
Catholic  disabilities  by  the  Imperial 
parliament,  prelates  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  church  in  the  British  co¬ 
lonies  were  not  usually  addressed 
by  the  title  to  which  their  rank  in 
their  own  church  entitled  them. 
But  on  Nov.  20,  1847  (parliament 
having  by  a  recent  act  formally  re¬ 
cognised  the  rank  of  the  Irish  Roman 
Catholic  prelates,  by  giving  them 
precedence  immediately  after  pre¬ 
lates  of  the  established  church  of  the 
same  degree),  a  circular  despatch 
was  addressed  to  colonial  governors 
by  Earl  G-rey,  authorising  the  Ro¬ 
man  Catholic  prelates  to  be  officially 
addressed  by  the  title  of  1  your 
grace’  or  ‘your  lordship,’  as  the 
case  may  be.  This  despatch  was 
understood  as  authorising  the  pre¬ 
cedence  of  Roman  Catholic  church 
dignitaries  to  follow  immediately 
after  Anglican  dignitaries  of  the 
same  order  and  degree.  It  was 
afterwards  qualified,  to  some  extent, 
by  a  circular  despatch  from  the 
Duke  of  Newcastle,  dated  May  3, 
1860,  which  simply  recognised  as  of 
‘  the  episcopate  ’  all  chief  officers  of 
the  Roman  church,  and  assigned 
them  positions  next  after  ‘  the 
episcopate  which  derives  its  rank 
from  the  Queen’s  letters  patent.’ 
This  despatch  further  provided  that 
‘  the  dignities  of  metropolitan, 
archbishop,  or  (it  may  be)  patriarch, 
should  only  be  recognised  by  her 
Majesty’s  officers  when  admitted  by 
bishops  of  each  communion  as  regu¬ 
lating  their  precedence  inter  se  ’ 
(South  Australia  Pari.  Proc.  1871, 


App.  No.  115).  Consequent  upon 
a  judgment  of  the  privy  council  in 
1865,  in  the  case  of  Bishop  Colenso 
of  Natal — that  while  the  sovereign 
had  undoubted  right,  by  virtue  of 
her  prerogative,  to  give  style,  title, 
dignity,  and  precedence  in  all  parts 
of  her  dominions,  she  had  no  power 
to  issue  letters  patent  professing  to 
create  episcopal  sees,  &c.,  in  colonies 
possessing  representative  institutions 
— the  home  government  resolved  to 
refrain  henceforth  from  issuing 
letters  patent  to  bishops  in  such 
colonies.  (Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1, 
pp.  810-312,  new  ed.  v.  1,  p.  508.) 
This  destroyed  the  last  vestige  of 
state  superiority  in  Anglican  bishops 
in  the  colonies,  over  bishops  of 
other  communions.  It  has  since 
been  determined  that  no  colonial 
bishop  1  is  entitled  to  any  territorial 
designation,  nor  to  be  addressed  as 
lord  bishop,’  and  that  ‘  bishops  of 
different  denominations  should  rank 
inter  se  according  to  the  date  of 
consecration.’  Lord  Kimberley’s 
despatch  of  Sept.  30,  1881. 1 

k  Special  precedence  is  assigned 
to  ‘  cabinet  ministers  ’  in  Canada, 
because  they  form  part  (under  the 
British  North  America  Act,  1S67, 
sec.  11)  of  the  Queen’s  privy  coun¬ 
cil  for  Canada.  In  England  all 
privy  councillors  have  precedence 
of  legal  functionaries  except  of  the 
lord  high  chancellor,  who  is  always 
a  privy  councillor.  See  Dodd,  Ma¬ 
nual  of  Dignities,  pp.  50,  51. 


1  Com.  Pap.  1882,  y.  46,  p.  631. 
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4.  The  chief  justice.1 


5.  The  senior  officer  in  command 

of  the  troops,  if  of  the  rank  of 
colonel  or  lieutenant-colonel, 
and  the  officer  in  command  of 
her  Majesty’s  naval  forces  on 
the  station,  if  of  equivalent 
rank ;  their  own  relative  rank 
being  determined  by  the 
Queen’s  regulations. 

6.  The  members  of  the  executive 

council.5 


1  This  is  hi  conformity  with  the 
English  table  of  precedence,  which 
places  the  highest  legal  functionary 
(the  lord  chancellor)  next  after  the 
highest  ecclesiastical  officer  (the 
archbishop  of  Canterbury),  and  be¬ 
fore  the  lord  president  of  the  privy 
council.  Dodd,  Manual  of  Digni¬ 
ties,  pp.  31-83. 

m  The  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies  (Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach),  in  a 
despatch  dated  Oct.  31,  1878,  ap¬ 
proved  of  an  arrangement  made  by 
the  governor-general  of  Canada,  un¬ 
der  which  all  judges  of  the  supreme 
court  took  precedence  next  after 
the  speaker  of  the  senate  (Canada 
Dominion  Gazette,  Dec.  14,  1878). 
But  by  a  later  despatch  to  the  go¬ 
vernor-general  of  Canada,  dated 
Nov.  3,  1879  (ib.  Nov.  22,  1879,  and 
Feb.  21,  1880),  the  chief-justices  of 
the  several  superior  courts  of  law 
and  equity  in  the  different  provinces 
of  the  dominion  are  to  take  rank 
next  after  the  chief-justice  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Canada ;  and  the 
puisne  judges  of  the  said  supreme 
court  next  before  the  puisne  judges 
of  the  several  provincial  superior 
courts. 

"  In  Can.  Off.  Gaz.  Oct.  22, 188J, 
there  is  a  table  of  precedence  for 
judges  of  supreme  court  of  judicature 
for  Ontario  in  Canada,  and  as  be¬ 
tween  themselves.  This  follows 
upon  the  reorganisation  of  the  court 
under  the  new  judicature  act. 


10.  The  chief  justice  of  the  supreme 

court  of  Canada."1 

11.  The  chief  judges  of  the  courts 

of  law  and  equity,  according 
to  seniority." 

12.  Members  of  the  privy  council 

not  of  the  cabinet. 

13.  General  officers  of  her  Majesty’s 

army  serving  in  the  dominion, 
and  officers  of  the  rank  of  ad¬ 
miral  in  the  royal  navy,  serv¬ 
ing  on  the  British  North 
American  station,  not  being 
in  the  chief  command;  the 
relative  rank  of  such  officers  to 
be  determined  by  the  Queen’s 
regulations.0 

°  By  the  Canada  militia  acts  of 
1868  and  1875,  the  officer  in  com¬ 
mand  of  the  dominion  militia  shall 
have  the  rank  of  major-general  in 
the  militia  of  Canada  ;  and  the  ad¬ 
jutant-general  at  headquarters  the 
rank  of  colonel  in  the  militia.  Offi¬ 
cers  of  her  Majesty’s  regular  army 
shall  always  be  reckoned  senior  to 
militia  officers  of  the  same  rank, 
whatever  be  the  dates  of  their  re¬ 
spective  commissions.  The  relative 
rank  and  authority  of  officers  in 
the  militia  shall  be  the  same  as 
that  in  the  regular  army.  By  a 
circular  despatch  from  the  secretary 
of  state  for  the  colonies  to  colonial 
governors,  dated  March  17,  1879, 
revised  regulations  are  promul¬ 
gated  with  regard  to  the  inter¬ 
change  of  visits  between  officers  of 
her  Majesty’s  ships  and  governors, 
lieutenant-governors,  administra¬ 
tors,  and  presidents  of  colonies. 
Under  the  neyf  regulations  provision 
has  been  made  for  paying  and  re¬ 
turning  visits,  in  certain  cases,  by 
deputy;  and  it  is  provided  that 
officers  acting  temporarily  in  higher 
civil  offices  or  commands  are,  in 
respect  of  visits,  to  be  upon  the 
same  footing  as  if  they  were  con¬ 
firmed  in  such  offices  or  commands. 
(Orders  in  Council,  &c.  prefixed  to 
Canada  Statutes  for  1879,  p.  42.) 

5  Before  the  confederation  of  the 
British  North  American  provinces, 
and  subsequent  to  the  introduction 
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Prece¬ 

dence. 


7.  The  president  of  the  legislative 

council. 

8.  The  members  of  the  legislative 

council. 

9.  The  speaker  of  the  house  of  as¬ 

sembly. 


10.  The  puisne  judges. 


11.  The  members  of  the  house  of 

assembly. 

12.  The  colonial  secretary  (not  being 

in  the  executive  council). 

18.  The  commissioners  or  govern¬ 
ment  agents  of  provinces  or 
districts. 

14.  The  attorney-general. 

15.  The  solicitor-general. 

16.  The  senior  officer  in  command 

of  the  troops,  if  below  the 
rank  of  colonel  or  lieutenant- 
colonel  and  the  senior  naval 
officer  of  corresponding  rank. 

17.  The  archdeacon. 


of  responsible  government  therein, 
it  was  the  rule  that  when  an  execu¬ 
tive  councillor  retired  from  office, 
he  was  no  longer  entitled  to  be 
styled  ‘  honourable.’  Am  exception 
was  made,  however,  in  regard  to 
persons  who  had  served  in  the 
capacity  of  councillors  ‘  for  any  con¬ 
siderable  time,  or  with  peculiar  dis¬ 
tinction.’  Such  individuals,  upon 
the  recommendation  of  the  governor, 
and  by  command  of  the  sovereign, 
conveyed  ordinarily  through  a  de¬ 
spatch  from  the  secretary  of  state 
(and  in  exceptional  cases  by  warrant 
under  the  royal  sign-manual),  were 
permitted  to  retain  the  title  of 
‘  honourable  ’  upon  retiring  into 
private  life ;  with  precedence  next 
after  executive  councillors  for  the 
time  being,  and,  between  themselves, 
according  to  their  seniority  upon 
retirement.  (Nova  Scotia  Assem. 
Jour.  1859,  App.  Nos.  28  and  33, 
and  see  Queensland,  Leg.  Coun. 
Jour.  1879,  Sess.  1,  p.  41.)  By  a 


14.  Similar  to  No.  5  in  the  general 

table. 

15.  Members  of  the  senate. 

16.  Speaker  of  the  house  of  com¬ 

mons. 

17.  Puisne  judges  of  the  supreme 

court  according  to  seniority. 

18.  Judge  of  the  exchequer  court  of 

Canada.9 

19.  Puisne  judges  of  the  courts  of 

law  and  equity  according  to 
seniority. 

20.  Members  of  the  house  of  com¬ 

mons. 

21.  Members  of  the  executive  coun¬ 

cil  (provincial),  within  then- 
province. 

22.  Speaker  of  the  legislative  coun¬ 

cil,  within  his  province. 

23.  Members  of  the  legislative 

council,  within  their  province. 

24.  Speaker  of  the  legislative  as¬ 

sembly,  within  his  province. 

25.  Members  of  the  legislative  as¬ 

sembly,  within  their  province. 

26.  Retired  judges  of  whatever 

courts  next  after  the  present 


circular  despatch  to  the  governors 
of  the  several  colonies  in  Australia, 
dated  in  1871  or  1872,  and  still 
(1892)  holds  good,  the  rule  w'as  laid 
down  that  such  ex-ministers  only 
as  had  held  office  for  three  years 
might  be  recommended  to  her 
Majesty  by  the  governor  for  per¬ 
mission  to  retain  the  title  of  ‘  hon¬ 
ourable  ’  for  life  with  the  precedence 
above-mentioned.  But  this  circular 
has  never  been  applied  to  Canada, 
to  Victoria,  or  to  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope,  in  which  colonies  (from  in¬ 
formation  received  in  1892)  the 
system  of  what  is  practically  ‘life 
membership,’  on  appointment  to 
the  privy  council  of  the  one,  or  to 
the  executive  council  of  the  other, 
has  been  established.  N.  Zealand 
Pari.  Pap.  1878,  App.  A.  1,  pp.  15- 
18  ;  message  of  Governor  Robinson 
to  the  legislative  council  of  the  Cape 
of  Good  Hope,  June  23,  1882. 

11  By  order  in  council,  Feb.  17, 
1890. 
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18. 


19. 


20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 


-general  or  in- 
ac- 


of 


The  treasurer,  paymaster-  ^ 
general,  or  collector  of 
internal  revenue. 

The  auditor 
spector-general 
counts. 

The  commissioner  of  Crown 
lands. 

The  collector  of  customs. 

The  comptroller  of  customs.  ~ 

The  surveyor-general.  '  A 

Clerk  of  the  executive  council. 

Clerk  of  the  legislative  council. 

Clerk  of  the  house  of  assembly. 


\»o 

^  a  § 

Oj  o 

a  ° 

b£) 


judges  of  their  respective 
courts/ 


In  connection  with  the  foregoing  table  of  precedence 
for  Canada,  her  Majesty  was  pleased  to  approve  of  the 
adoption  of  revised  regulations  in  respect  to  the  style 
and  title  to  be  used  by  the  following  personages : — 

The  governor-general  of  Canada  to  be  styled  ‘  his 
Excellency.’ 

The  lieutenant-governors  of  the  provinces  to  be 
styled  ‘  his  Honour.’ 

The  privy  councillors  of  Canada  to  be  styled 
‘  Honourable,’  and  for  life. 

Senators  of  Canada,  executive  councillors  of  the 
provinces,  the  president  of  the  legislative  councils,  and 
the  speakers  of  the  houses  of  assembly  in  the  provinces, 


r  Lord  Carnarvon,  then  secre¬ 
tary  of  state,  in  a  despatch  of  Aug. 
29,  1877,  to  Australian  governors, 
decided  that  retired  judges  of  the 
supreme  courts  in  Australia  should 
retain  the  title  of  ‘  honoruable’  for 
life,  within  the  colony,  with  prece¬ 
dence  next  after  the  existing  judges 
of  their  respective  courts.  See  post, 
p.  329.  And  by  Sir  M.  Hicks- 
Beach’s  despatch  of  Oct.  31,  1878, 
similar  precedence  is  allowed  to  ex¬ 
judges  of  all  other  courts ;  viz.  a  re¬ 
tired  chief-justice  before  actual 
puisne  judges,  and  retired  puisne 
judges  next  after  those  in  service. 
Victoria  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1877-78, 
App.  B.  No.  10 ;  and  Canada  orders 
in  council,  Ac.,  prefixed  to  Can. 


Stats,  for  1879,  p.  41.  Dom.  Can. 
Gaz.  Feb.  14,  1880. 

s  Numbers  12  to  26  being  office¬ 
holders  and  principal  officials  not  of 
the  executive  council,  governors  of 
particular  colonies,  according  to 
local  requirement,  have  the  liberty 
to  fix  their  precedence,  as  their  rela¬ 
tive  importance  and  duty  are  not 
necessarily  the  same  in  different 
colonies. 

For  rules  of  precedence,  scale  of 
general  or  social  precedence  in  Great 
Britain,  and  relative  precedence  in 
the  peerage,  in  different  orders  of 
knighthood,  and  in  the  army  and 
navy,  vide  Burke’s  Peerage,  1892, 
pp.  1643  to  1705.  For  Warrant  of 
Precedence  in  India,  ib.  p.  1708. 
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to  be  severally  styled  4  Honourable,’  but  only  during 
office,  and  the  title  not  to  be  continued  afterwards. 

Gentlemen  who  were  legislative  councillors,  at  the 
time  of  the  union,  are  permitted  to  retain  their  title  of 
4  Honourable,’  for  life ;  but  legislative  councillors  in  the 
provinces  are  not  in  future  to  have  that  titled 

Shortly  after  the  passing  of  the  Imperial  act  of  1867, 
for  the  confederation  into  one  dominion  of  Canada  of 
the  various  colonies  of  British  North  America,  her 
Majesty  was  graciously  pleased  to  signify  her  intention 
of  conferring  special  marks  of  royal  grace  and  favour 
upon  seven  principal  Canadian  statesmen,  who  had 
been  instrumental  in  the  accomplishment  of  that  great 
undertaking. 

Accordingly,  upon  July  1,  1867,  the  appointed  day 
for  bringing  into  political  existence  the  new  dominion, 
the  premier  of  Canada  (Sir  John  A.  Macdonald)  was 
created  a  Knight  Commander  of  the  Bath.  The  posi¬ 
tion  of  Companion  of  the  Bath  was  at  the  same  time 
conferred  upon  certain  ministers  of  state  in  the  do¬ 
minion.  Two  of  the  most  eminent  members  of  the 
administration,  however  (Messrs.  G.  E.  Cartier  and 
A.  T.  Galt),  asked  leave  to  decline  the  proffered  dis¬ 
tinction,  on  the  ground  that  their  prominent  public 
services  and  recognised  position  in  Canada  would  not 
warrant  them  in  accepting  a  lower  degree  of  distinc¬ 
tion,  in  the  distribution  of  honours  upon  this  occasion, 
than  that  which  had  been  assigned  to  Sir  John  A.  Mac¬ 
donald,  lest  their  public  usefulness  should  be  thereby 

*  For  these  despatches  and  the  was  purely  accidental.  By  usage, 
table  of  precedence  for  Canada,  see  the  title  is  always  conceded  to  him. 
the  volume  of  Dominion  Orders  in  The  same  remark  will  apply  to 
Council,  Proclamations,  &c.,  pp.  judges  of  the  superior  courts  of  law 
427-429.  It  is  understood  that  the  and  equity  in  Canada,  as  may  be 
omission  of  the  ‘  speaker  of  the  inferred  from  directions  given  in 
House  of  Commons  ’  from  the  list  1877,  in  regard  to  ex -judges  in 
of  office-bearers  in  Canada  who  are  Australia.  See  ante,  p.  319  n. 
entitled  to  be  called  ‘  honourable  ’ 
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impaired.  After  some  delay,  owing  to  the  technical  Honours 
difficulty  that  there  was  no  precedent  for  refusing  an  conferrecI 
honour  which  had  actually  been  conferred  upon  an 
individual  by  the  sovereign,  a  method  was  adopted 
which  met  the  views  of  these  gentlemen,  without 
lessening  their  self-respect  or  exposing  their  motives 
to  possible  misconstruction." 

On  Maxell  2o,  1868,  the  Canadian  house  of  commons  case  of 
passed  an  address,  asking  for  copies  of  the  correspond-  “artier 
ence  upon  this  subject.  Upon  receipt  of  the  same,  the  and  Gait, 
papers  were  referred  to  a  select  committee.  On  May  15 
this  committee  reported  a  recital  of  the  facts  above 
stated,  and  expressed  satisfaction  that  her  Majesty  had 
since  been  pleased  to  raise  Mr.  G.  E.  Cartier  to  the 
dignity  of  a  baronet  of  the  United  Kingdom.  While 
this  gracious  act  had  removed  any  cause  of  miscon¬ 
struction,  so  far  as  Mr.  Cartier  was  concerned,  the 
committee  observed  that  it  placed  Mr.  Galt  in  a  still 
more  objectionable  position.  They  therefore  recom¬ 
mended  the  presentation  of  an  address  to  the  Queen, 
praying  her  Majesty  to  cause  such  a  remedy  to  be 
applied  as  might  remove  the  grievance  justly  felt  by 
Mr.  Galt.  Whereupon,  an  address  to  the  Queen  was 
immediately  adopted  by  the  house,  and  transmitted 
through  the  governor -general/  No  reply  to  this 
address  was  communicated  to  the  house;  but,  in  the 
ensuing  year,  the  dignity  of  Knight  of  the  Order  of 
St.  Michael  and  St.  George-  was  conferred  upon  Mr. 

Galt,  in  acknowledgment  ol  his  official  services  to  the 
Crown. 

In  18o9  the  governor  of  South  Australia  (Sir  Prece- 
K,  G.  MacDonnell)  called  the  attention  of  the  colonial  south in 
secretary  to  certain  deficiencies  in  the  table  of  pre-  Australia. 


“  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1867-68,  T  Canada  Com.  Jour.  May  15, 

•  64-  1868. 
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cedence  contained  in  the  ‘  General  Colonial  Regula¬ 
tions,’  above  cited,  especially  in  regard  to  the  position 
of  important  colonial  officers  not  named  in  that  table. 
He  observed  that,  in  India,  the  governor-general  in 
council  has  authority  to  settle  disputed  cases  of  pre¬ 
cedence  not  coming  within  her  Majesty’s  specific  in¬ 
structions  and  warrant;  and  he  inquired  whether  a 
similar  power  could  not  be  intrusted  to  the  gover¬ 
nor  of  a  colony,  as  representing  the  Queen,  so  that 
he  should  himself  decide  in  the  first  instance  (and 
without  formally  consulting  his  executive  council)  all 
future  disputed  questions  of  personal  precedence — 
reporting  liis  decisions  invariably  to  the  secretary  of 
state. 

In  reply  to  this  request,  the  Duke  of  Newcastle  for¬ 
warded  an  opinion  from  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown, 
for  the  information  and  guidance  of  Governor  Mac- 
Donnell,  which  distinctly  assigned  to  the  governor,  as 
representing  the  Crown,  the  right  and  duty  of  deter¬ 
mining  all  questions  of  personal  precedence  in  a  colony, 
in  default  of  specific  rules  and  instructions  already  pre¬ 
scribed  by  law  or  by  the  authority  of  the  Crown,  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  case.  ‘  In  determining  this  precedence, 
it  would  be  proper  for  the  governor  to  have  regard  to 
the  rules  of  precedence  existing  in  the  mother  country, 
and  to  proceed  by  analogy  to  them ;  not  being,  how¬ 
ever,  in  our  opinion,  bound  to  adhere  strictly  to  those 
rules,  in  instances  where  the  actual  usages  of  the 
colonial  society  or  the  requirements  of  a  particular 
case  or  class  of  cases  seem  to  him  to  justify  the  esta¬ 
blishing  in  the  colony  of  a  different  rule.  For  it  seems 
to  us  that  a  colony,  though  practically  subordinate, 
must  be  regarded  as,  in  social  subjects,  independent  of 
the  mother  country ;  so  that  any  rule  of  precedence 
recognised  in  the  home  society,  but  resting  on  usage 
only,  is  not  necessarily  in  force  in  the  colony,  where  the 
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whole  structure  of  the  social  system  may  be  different 
from  what  it  is  in  the  mother  country.’ 

The  opinion  proceeds  to  suggest — in  answer  to 
inquiries  sent  to  the  colonial  secretary  by  governors  of 
other  colonies — that  the  governor  is  free  ‘  to  determine, 
as  it  seems  fit  to  himself,  the  precedence  which  he  will 
allow  between  baronets  on  the  one  side  and  sons  of 
peers  on  the  other ;  ’  and  likewise  ‘  the  precedence 
which  he  will  allow  to  a  knight  on  the  one  side  and 
the  chief-justice  and  the  members  of  the  court  of  policy 
on  the  other.’  ‘  A  consideration  of  the  importance  of 
conferring  rank  and  dignity  on  persons  holding  office, 
judicial  or  political,  would  properly  have  much  in¬ 
fluence  ’  in  giving  the  latter  personages  precedence 
over  a  knight.  And  here  it  should  be  observed  that 
the  one  hundred  and  fifty-eighth  section  of  the  ‘  Colo¬ 
nial  Service  Official  Eules  ’  provides  that  ‘  persons  en¬ 
titled  to  precedence  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  in 
foreign  countries  are  not  entitled,  as  of  right,  to  the 
same  precedence  in  the  British  colonies ;  but,  in  the 
absence  of  any  special  instructions  from  the  Queen,  the 
precedence  of  such  persons  relatively  to  the  colonial 
officers,  in  the  above-mentioned  table  of  precedence, 
will  be  determined  by  the  governor,  having  regard  to 
the  social  condition  of  the  colony  under  his  govern¬ 
ment.’ 

Thus,  on  December  4,  1880,  the  Queen  was  graciously  pleased  to 
recognise  the  claim  of  Charles  C.  Grant,  Esq.,  to  the  title  of  Baron 
de  Longueil,  of  Longueil,  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  Canada,  a  title 
conferred  upon  his  ancestor  by  Louis  A_IV.  of  France,  in  1700,  when 
Canada  belonged  to  France.  But  no  special  precedence  was  granted 
to  the  baron.w 

In  reference  to  the  precedence  due  to  wives  of  offi¬ 
cial  persons,  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown 
proceeds  to  state  that  the  usage  in  England  is,  ‘  that 

w  Can.  Dom.  Gazette,  Jan.  22,  1881. 
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the  rank  of  the  husband,  if  merely  official,  and  not  per¬ 
sonal  to  himself,  does  not  entitle  the  wife  to  a  prece¬ 
dence  higher  than  that  which  she  would  ordinarily 
have  by  virtue  of  her  husband’s  personal  rank.*  But 
we  think  that,  in  a  colony,  the  determination  of  the 
precedence  which  the  governor  is  to  give  to  the  wives 
rests  with  him  to  the  same  extent  as  the  determination 
of  the  precedence  to  be  given  to  the  husbands  does  ; 
and  that,  if  it  seems  to  him  expedient  to  depart  from  the 
usage  of  the  mother  country,  with  respect  either  to  all 
official  persons  or  to  the  holders  of  particular  offices,  he 
is  at  liberty  to  do  so.’ 

The  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  did  not  deem 
it  expedient  to  add  any  further  directions  to  this 
opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown — beyond  re¬ 
commending  the  governor  to  adhere,  as  far  as  may  be 
practicable,  to  the  customs  of  the  colony  and  to  the 
table  of  colonial  precedence. 

Accordingly,  the  governor  of  South  Australia  (Sir 
James  Fergusson),  on  May  9,  1871,  fixed  provisionally, 
and  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  secretary  of  state,  a 
table  of  precedence  for  use  in  that  colony,  which  in¬ 
cluded  all  the  principal  public  officers  therein.  The 
order  of  the  civil  service  was  recommended  for  the 
governor’s  sanction  by  his  ministers/ 

This  table  of  precedence  for  South  Australia  was 
transmitted  to  the  house  of  assembly,  in  compliance 
with  an  address  from  that  chamber,  together  with  the 
aforementioned  despatches  and  correspondence  with  the 
home  government  in  relation  to  the  question. 

I  he  first  two  offices  in  this  table — having  prece¬ 
dence  assigned  over  all  other  colonial  functionaries — 
were  the  bishop  of  Adelaide,  and  the  Roman  Catholic 


x  See  Sir  B.  Burke’s  Reminis-  y  South  Australia  Park  Proc. 
cences,  1882,  pp.  283,  287.  1871,  No.  115. 
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bishop.  The  right  of  the  sovereign  to  confer  prece¬ 
dence  upon  church  dignitaries — irrespective  of  any 
connection  between  church  and  state — in  any  part  of 
the  Queen’s  dominions,  has  been  already  pointed  out. 
It  has  been  shown  that  this  prerogative  right  has  been 
recognised  by  a  recent  decision  of  the  judicial  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  privy  council ;  and  that  in  colonies 
where  all  churches  and  sects  are  upon  a  footing  of 
equality  in  the  sight  of  the  law,  precedence  is  given  to 
4  archbishops  and  bishops,’ — nest  after  the  governor- 
general,  and  the  officers  in  supreme  command  of  her 
Majesty’s  military  and  naval  forces  and  the  lieutenant- 
governors  of  the  provinces  in  Canada.2 

The  South  Australian  legislature,  however,  were  not 
satisfied  with  this  arrangement.  They  disapproved  of 
any  precedence  being  allowed  to  ecclesiastical  functiona¬ 
ries.  They  therefore  passed  a  bill  ‘  to  provide  for  the 
regulation  of  precedency  in  South  Australia,’  which 
was  designed  to  abolish  utterly  all  precedence  of  eccle¬ 
siastics  in  the  colony.  Upon  the  advice  of  the  colonial 
attorney-general,  and  in  conformity  with  the  royal 
instructions,  the  governor  reserved  this  bill  for  the 
signification  of  her  Majesty’s  pleasure. 

The  colonial  secretary,  in  a  despatch  dated  Feb.  10, 
1872,  notified  the  governor  that  her  Majesty’s  ministers 
have  been  unable  to  advise  that  this  bill  should  receive 
the  royal  assent ;  it  being  regarded  as  an  encroach¬ 
ment  upon  the  undoubted  prerogative  of  the  Queen,  as 
the  fountain  of  honour,  to  determine  the  precedence  of 
her  subjects.  Any  suggestion  to  amend  the  table  of 
precedence  in  force  in  the  colony,  whether  emanating 
from  the  governor,  with  the  advice  of  his  executive 
council,  or  from  either  or  both  of  the  houses  of  par¬ 
liament  in  the  colony,  would  always  be  most  attentively 
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z  See  ante,  p.  318  n. 
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considered,  with,  a  disposition  to  accede  as  far  as  pos¬ 
sible  to  alterations  proposed.  But  the  Queen  could  not 
be  advised  to  deprive  individuals  (such  as  the  church 
dignitaries  especially  aimed  at  by  this  bill)  of  any  pre¬ 
cedence  to  which  they  were  now  entitled.8. 

Whereupon,  on  June  19,  1872,  the  house  of 
assembly  of  South  Australia  passed  an  address  to  the 
Queen,  representing  the  grievance  felt  by  the  great 
majority  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  colony,  at  the  pre¬ 
cedence  assigned  to  dignitaries  of  the  Protestant  Episco¬ 
pal  and  Eoman  Catholic  churches  over  ministers  of 
other  religious  denominations  therein,  and  praying  her 
Majesty  by  the  exercise  of  her  prerogative  to  remove 
the  same.b  In  reply  to  this  address,  the  colonial  secre¬ 
tary,  in  a  despatch  dated  Sept.  16,  1872,  conveyed 
her  Majesty’s  assurance  that  no  bishop,  or  other  minister, 
of  whatever  persuasion,  to  be  hereafter  appointed, 
should  be  allowed  precedence  in  the  colony.  But  the 
Queen  could  not  consent  to  deprive  any  minister  of  pre¬ 
cedence  already  conferred,  so  long  as  he  retains  his 
office  ;  though  he  might  voluntarily  agree  to  relinquish 
such  precedence.0 

During  the  administration  of  William  Pitt,  and  soon 
after  the  first  appointment  of  colonial  bishops  in  the 
West  Indies,  it  was  agreed  to  allow  these  dignitaries  to 
be  styled  ‘  my  lord.’  Afterwards  the  practice  became 
general ;  although,  in  the  various  letters-patent  issued 
to  bishops  in  North  America  and  in  Australia,  up  to 
the  year  1866  (when  the  issue  of  episcopal  letters 
patent  in  the  colonies  was  abandoned),  no  uniform 
practice  was  observed ;  at  one  time,  and  in  one  instru¬ 
ment,  the  title  of  1  lord  ’  would  be  appended  to  that  of 
bishop,  on  another  occasion  it  would  be  omitted ;  and 

a  South  Australia  Pari.  Pap.  c  South  Australian  Jour.  1872, 
1872,  Nos.  61  and  68.  No.  238. 

11  lb.  1872,  Jour.  pp.  194,  230. 
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that  indifferently,  and  upon  no  definite  principled  Since 
then,  bishops  are  not  entitled  to  be  officially  addressed 
by  government  otherwise  than  as  4  right  reverend.’ e 
Stubbs  tells  us,  however,  that  ‘  the  title  of  “  lord  ”  does 
not,  in  England,  imply  a  dignity  created  by  the  Crown, 
but  is  simply  a  descriptive  or  honorary  appendage  to 
some  other  dignity.’  It ‘belongs  to  all  bishops  in  all 
churches,’ — ‘  nor  has  it  anything  to  do  with  a  royal 
prerogative  of  conferring  titles,  not  being  a  recognised 
grade  of  peerage.’ f  If  this  be  correct,  and  few  would 
be  disposed  to  question  the  accuracy  of  so  learned  and 
painstaking  a  writer  as  Stubbs,  it  disposes  of  this  vexed 
question  in  a  very  satisfactory  manner. 

Upon  the  receipt  by  the  governor  of  New  Zealand, 
of  a  circular  despatch,  dated  Aug.  29,  1877,  from  Lord 
Carnarvon,  in  reference  to  the  dignity  and  precedence 
of  judges  in  Australia, g  the  premier  of  the  colony  (Sir 
George  Grey)  addressed  a  memorandum  to  the  gover¬ 
nor,  in  which,  while  admitting  that  the  action  taken  by 
the  secretary  of  state  accorded  with  the  wishes  expressed 
by  his  predecessors  in  office — he  took  exception  to  the 
interference  of  the  Crown,  in  a  self-governing  colony 
and  without  the  consent  of  the  general  assembly,  in 
establishing  any  order  of  rank  and  dignity  therein.11 

The  governor  transmitted  this  memorandum  to  the 
secretary  of  state  in  a  despatch,  dated  May  22,  1878, 
wherein  he  declares  his  inability  to  understand  the 
objection  raised  by  the  premier,  or  to  see  how  the 
exercise  by  her  Majesty — who  is  constitutionally  the 
source  of  all  honours  throughout  the  empire — of  her 

d  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  524  h  In  New  South  Wales,  in  1882, 
n.  new  ed.  p.  642  n;  Com.  Pap.  1867,  a  lengthy  debate  took  place  in  the 
v.  48,  pp.  855-914,  particularly  p.  legislative  assembly  on  a  motion 
908.  deprecating  the  practice  of  confer  - 

e  See  ante,  p.  318  n.  ring  titles  on  colonists  by  the  Crown. 

f  Stubbs,  Const.  Hist,  of  Eng-  The  motion  was  negatived  on  the 
land,  v.  3,  p.  440.  previous  question.  The  Colonies, 

s  See  ante,  p.  319  n.  Dec.  29,  1882,  p.  5. 
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undoubted  prerogative  in  conferring  distinction  upon  a 
retired  judge,  can  be  supposed  to  interfere  in  the 
slightest  degree  with  the  constitution  of  New  Zealand, 
or  with  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  local  parlia¬ 
ment.1 

On  May  30,  1882,  upon  the  receipt  of  intelligence 
that  her  Majesty  the  Queen  had  been  pleased  to  confer 
the  honour  of  knighthood  upon  two  New  Zealand 
statesmen,  of  opposite  political  opinions,  the  house  of 
representatives  passed  a  congratulatory  resolution,  by 
acclamation,  in  favour  of  one  of  these  gentlemen  (Sir 
John  Hall),  who,  being  present,  returned  thanks  for  the 
compliment  thus  unanimously  paid  to  him.3' 

The  secretary  of  state,  in  his  despatch  of  September 
16,  1878,  declares  that  no  doubt  is  entertained  by  her 
Majesty’s  government  as  to  the  power  of  the  Queen  to 
confer  the  honour  in  question;  and  as  the  local  ministers 
had  approved  of  the  act,  it  was  needless  to  discuss  it 
any  further.k 

In  a  similar  narrow  and  mistaken  spirit,  Sir  George  Grey  after¬ 
wards  remonstrated  with  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach  because  honours  for 
political  services  had  been  conferred,  on  the  advice  of  her  Majesty’s 
colonial  secretary,  upon  two  leading  members  of  the  opposition  in 
ISTew  Zealand.  This  proof  of  the  impartiality  of  the  Crown,  and  its 
paternal  recognition  of  all  public  services,  was  thus  turned  into  an 
argument  against  Imperial  interference  in  colonial  affairs,  in  a  letter 
which  is  painful  to  read  as  the  production  of  one  who  was  formerly 
conspicuous  for  his  eminent  services  as  a  colonial  governor.1  The 
independent  and  necessarily  impartial  position  of  the  Crown, 
in  the  distribution  of  honours  in  a  colony,  irrespective  of  political 
opinions,  had  previously  been  asserted  in  a  despatch  from  secretary 
Sir  J.  S.  Pakington,  in  1852,  to  the  governor  of  Nova  Scotia,  in 
relation  to  the  appointment  of  Queen’s  counsel.™ 

N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1878,  the  action  of  Imperial  authorities, 
A.  1,  pp.  15-18.  see  ib.  Sess.  II.  1879,  A.  2. 

3  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  41,  p.  1  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  1879, 
1^0-  App.  A.  9. 

N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1879,  m  Nova  Scotia  Asseru.  Jour.  1853, 
A.  9.  For  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach’s  App.  22,  p.  284. 
reply  of  Sept.  11,  1879,  vindicating 
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On  April  27,  1818,  an  order  of  knighthood  known 
as  that  of  St.  Michael  and  St.  George  was  established 
by  letters  patent,  for  the  purpose  of  affording  an  appro¬ 
priate  medium  by  which  marks  of  royal  favour  might 
be  conferred  upon  the  natives  of  Malta  and  the  Ionian 
Islands.  The  sovereignty  of  Malta  was,  and  is,  vested 
in  the  British  Crown,  while  the  Ionian  Islands  formed, 
at  that  period,  an  independent  state,  under  the  exclusive 
protection  of  the  king  of  England.  But,  in  1864, 
England  relinquished  her  control  over  these  islands,  and 
they  were  annexed  to  the  kingdom  of  Greece.  By 
additional  letters  patent  under  the  great  seal  of  Great 
Britain,  issued  on  December  4, 1868,  and  May  30, 1877, 
the  order  of  St.  Michael  and  St.  George  was  enlarged 
and  extended  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  the 
sovereign  to  confer  distinction  upon  such  of  her  subjects 
as  4  may  have  rendered,  or  shall  hereafter  render,  extra¬ 
ordinary  and  important  services  to  her  Majesty  as 
sovereign  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland,  within  or  in  relation  to  any  of  her  Majesty’s 
colonial  possessions  ;  or  who  may  become  eminently 
distinguished  therein  by  their  talents,  merits,  virtues, 
loyalty,  or  services.’  The  Knights  Grand  Cross  of  this 
order  are  not  to  exceed  sixty-five  in  number,  of  which 
twenty  are  for  foreign  services ;  the  Knights  Commanders 
are  not  to  exceed  two  hundred,  of  which  forty-five  are 
for  foreign  services ;  and  the  Companions  are  not  to 
exceed  three  hundred  and  forty-two,  of  which  eighty 
are  for  foreign  services.  But  Princes  of  the  blood  royal 
are  constituted  extra  Knights  Grand  Cross,  and  foreign 
Princes,  &c.,  honorary  members  of  their  respective 
classes.11 

n  Col.  Rules  and  Regulations,  to  1879  inclusive,  see  Australian 
1891,  p.  313.  For  a  list  of  honours  Dictionary  of  Dates,  by  J.  Heaton, 
and  titular  distinctions  conferred  on  part  2,  p.  120,  and  addenda,  p.  1. 
persons  for  services  in  and  on  behalf  The  same  for  Canada,  vide  McCord’s 
of  the  Australian  colonies,  from  1838  Handbook  of  Canadian  Dates,  p.  42. 
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On  May  24,  1879,  the  anniversary  of  the  birthday 
of  her  most  gracious  Majesty,  a  special  honour  was 
conferred  upon  the  dominion  of  Canada  in  the  person 
of  the  governor-general,  in  that  the  nobleman  holding 
that  exalted  office  (the  Marquis  of  Lome)  was  authorised 
by  her  Majesty  to  hold  an  investiture  of  ‘  the  most  dis¬ 
tinguished  order  of  St.  Michael  and  St.  George,’  at  the 
city  of  Montreal,  when,  by  command  of  the  Queen,  six 
Canadian  gentlemen,  all  of  them  being  members  of  the 
Queen’s  privy  council  for  Canada,  were  created,  by  the 
governor-general  in  her  Majesty’s  name,  knights  com¬ 
manders  of  the  order.0  This  was  a  remarkable  though 

^ — ■ 

not  wholly  unprecedented  occurrence  in  a  colony ;  inas¬ 
much  as  honours  and  distinctions  are  usually  conferred 
by  the  sovereign,  personally,  or  by  the  lord-lieutenant 
of  Ireland.’ 

On  April  15,  1862,  Sir  Henry  Barkly,  governor  of  Victoria, 
acting  under  a  special  warrant  from  the  Queen,  publicly  invested 
Major-General  Sir  T.  S.  Pratt,  then  commanding  her  Majesty’s 
forces  in  Victoria,  with  the  ribbon  and  badge  of  a  knight  commander 
of  the  Bath.  This  honour  was  conferred  on  General  Pratt  for  his 
services  in  bringing  the  war  in  New  Zealand  to  a  successful 
termination.  It  was  the  first  ceremony  of  the  kind  performed  in 
Australia,  p 

On  June  11,  1870,  at  Montreal,  H.R.H.  Prince  Arthur  was 
invested,  by  royal  warrant,  with  the  insignia  of  a  knight  grand 
cross  of  St.  Michael  and  St.  George,  by  Sir  John  Young,  governor- 
general  of  Canada. i  Again,  on  May  24,  1881,  his  excellency  the 
Marquis  of  Borne  held  an  investiture  of  the  same  order  at  Quebec, 
when  several  Canadian  gentlemen  had  honours  conferred  upon 
them. 

A  similar  instance  of  express  delegation  from  the  sovereign  to 
bestow,  in  her  Majesty’s  name,  honours  and  titular  distinctions 
upon  her  subjects,  in  a  distant  part  of  the  empire,  is  afforded  upon 
the  occasion  of  the  visit  of  his  Royal  Highness  the  Prince  of  Wales 
to  India.  On  Jan.  1,  1876,  the  Prince,  in  the  presence  of  the 


0  Canada  Official  Gazette,  May  Dates,  pp.  167,  216. 

26,  1879.  q  Montreal  Gazette,  June  13, 

p  Heaton,  Australian  Diet,  of  1870. 
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Viceroy  of  India,  held  a  durbar  at  Calcutta,  at  which,  acting  under 
the  authority  of  a  royal  warrant,  dated  Balmoral,  Oct.  25,  1875, 
his  Royal  Highness  held  a  chapter  of  the  order  of  the  Star  of  India, 
and  invested  certain  persons,  named  in  the  warrant  from  the  Queen, 
with  the  dignities  of  knight  grand  commander,  knight  commander, 
or  companions  of  that  order.1' 

Since  the  confederation  of  the  British  North  Ameri¬ 
can  provinces  into  the  dominion  of  Canada,  two  ques¬ 
tions  have  arisen,  connected  with  the  exercise  of  the 
prerogative  of  honour ;  firstly,  as  to  whether  appoint¬ 
ments  to  the  office  of  Queen’s  counsel  should  emanate 
from  the  governor-general  or  from  the  lieutenant- 
governor  in  the  several  provinces ;  and,  secondly,  as  to 
the  proper  authority  under  which  the  great  seals,  in  use 
in  the  provinces,  should  be  appointed,  and  changed, 
from  time  to  time,  as  necessity  might  require. 

On  Jan.  4,  1872,  the  governor-general  of  Canada  forwarded  to 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  a  report  from  the  dominion 
minister  of  justice,  requesting  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the 
Crown  as  to  whether,  since  the  passing  of  the  British  North  America 
Act  of  1867,  it  devolved  upon  the  governor-general  or  upon  the 
lieutenant-governors  to  appoint  Queen’s  counsel  ;  and  whether  a 
provincial  legislature  was  competent  to  pass  an  act  empowering  the 
lieutenant-governor  to  make  such  appointments  ;  and,  finally,  as  to 
how  the  question  of  precedence  or  pre-audience  should  be  settled. 

In  his  reply,  dated  Feb.  1,  1872,  Lord  Kimberley  intimated  that, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Crown  law  officers,  the  governor-general,  as  her 
Majesty’s  representative,  was  constitutionally  competent  to  appoint 
Queen’s  counsel,  but  that  the  lieutenant-governor  of  a  province  had 
no  such  right.  Nevertheless,  they  considered  that  any  provincial 
legislature  might  authorise,  by  statute,  the  lieutenant-governor  to 
make  such  appointments  ;  and  might  determine  the  right  of  prece¬ 
dence  or  pre-audience,  in  the  provincial  courts,  between  Queen’s 
counsel  appointed  by  the  governor-general  or  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor. 

Notwithstanding  this  correspondence,  or  possibly  in  ignorance  of 
it,  the  lieutenant-governor  of  Ontario,  acting  upon  the  advice  of  his 
ministers,  and  without  previous  legislation  on  the  subject  in  Ontario, 


r  For  an  account  of  the  cere-  Prince  of  Wales  in  India,  pp.  370- 
monial,  see  Russell’s  Tour  of  the  375. 
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proceeded  to  appoint  certain  members  of  the  provincial  bar  to  be 
Queen’s  counsel.  These  appointments  were  announced  in  the  Ontario 
official  gazette  of  March  17,  1872.  Shortly  afterwards,  upon  a  report 
from  the  dominion  minister  of  justice,  a  minute  of  council  was 
passed,  and  approved  by  the  governor-general,  setting  forth  reasons 
which  led  to  the  conclusion  ‘  that,  under  the  circumstances,  great 
doubt  must  exist  as  to  the  validity  of  the  commissions  issued  to  ’ 
these  gentlemen.  To  remove  this  doubt,  and  to  prevent  injurious 
consequences  from  an  apparently  illegal  act,  it  was  agreed  that  new 
commissions,  appointing  the  same  individuals  to  the  office  of  Queen’s 
counsel  for  Ontario,  should  be  issued  by  the  governor-general  under 
the  great  seal  of  Canada. 

Upon  this  decision  being  made  known  to  the  Ontario  govern¬ 
ment,  they  protested,  by  a  minute  of  council,  approved  by  the 
lieutenant-governor,  against  the  proposed  action  of  the  dominion 
government ;  claiming  that  such  appointments  appertained  to  the 
local  and  not  to  the  federal  jurisdiction.  They  also  declared  that  a 
measure  on  this  subject  would  shortly  be  submitted  to  the  provincial 
legislature. 

The  governor-general  in  council  replied,  in  a  minute  dated 
Dec.  13,  1872,  which  reiterated  the  opinions  previously  expressed, 
and  advised  that  the  governor-general  should  not  relinquish  the 
proposed  exercise  of  the  royal  prerogative  ;  but  recommended  an 
arrangement  between  the  federal  and  provincial  governments,  by 
which  Queen’s  counsel  appointed  by  the  governor-general  should 
receive  proper  status  and  position  in  the  provincial  courts,  and 
commissions  issued  under  statutory  authority  by  the  lieutenant- 
governors  should  be  recognised  in  dominion  courts.s 

Accordingly,  on  March  29,  1873,  two  acts  passed  by  the  Ontario 
legislature  were  assented  to,  in  the  Queen’s  name  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor.  One  declared  that  it  was  lawful  for  the  lieutenant-gover¬ 
nor,  under  the  great  seal  of  the  province,  to  appoint  from  among 
the  members  of  the  Ontario  bar  such  persons  as  he  may  approve,  to 
be,  during  pleasure,  ‘provincial  officers  under  the  name  of  her 
Majesty’s  counsel  learned  in  the  law  for  the  province.’  The  other 
declared  it  to  be  ‘lawful  for  the  lieutenant-governor,  by  letters 
patent  under  the  great  seal  of  Ontario,  to  grant  to  any  member  of 
the  bar  a  patent  of  precedence  in  the  said  courts.’  *  Legislation  to 
the  same  purport  took  place  in  the  province  of  Quebec  on  Dec.  24 
1872, 11  and  in  Nova  Scotia  in  1874.v 


s  Canada  Soss.  Pap.  1873,  No.  50.  u  Quebec  Statutes,  36  Vic.  c.  13. 

*  Ontario  Statutes,  36  Vic.  cc.  v  Nova  Scotia  Statutes,  37  Vic.' 

3  and  4.  cc.  20  and  21. 
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Meanwhile,  in  conformity  with  the  minute  of  council  above  men¬ 
tioned,  the  governor-general  was  pleased  to  appoint,  on  December  1 3, 
1872,  the  gentlemen  previously  appointed  by  the  Ontario  govern¬ 
ment,  to  be  Queen’s  counsel  in  and  for  the  province  of  Ontario.  And 
on  December  18  other  members  of  the  Ontario  bar  received  the 
same  distinction  from  the  governor-general.  On  April  2,  1873, 
various  members  of  the  bar  in  the  provinces  of  Quebec,  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  and  British  Columbia,  were  appointed  to  a  similar  rank  and 
position  by  his  excellency  the  governor-general. 

Acting  under  the  authority  of  statutes  passed  by  the  local  legis¬ 
latures  as  aforesaid,  the  lieutenant-governors  in  the  several  provinces 
directed  the  issue  of  letters  patent,  under  the  provincial  great  seals, 
conferring  the  distinction  and  precedence  of  Queen’s  counsel  within 
the  province  upon  certain  members  of  the  provincial  bar.  In  some 
instances,  the  same  individuals  received  patents  from  the  governor- 
general  and  from  a  lieutenant-governor. 

In  due  course  this  vexed  question  was  submitted  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  courts  of  law.  The  issue  was  first  raised  in  Nova 
/Beotia.  By  a  Nova  Scotia  act  of  1874  (c.  20),  the  lieutenant-governor 
was  empowered  to  appoint  members  of  the  provincial  bar  to  be 
Queen’s  counsel  in  and  for  the  province  by  letters  patent  under  the 
great  seal.  And  by  c.  21  of  the  same  session  the  lieutenant-governor 
was  authorised  to  assign  patents  of  precedence  to  the  several 
Queen’s  counsel  in  Nova  Scotia  who  had  been  appointed  since  con¬ 
federation.  Under  this  act,  on  May  26,  1876,  letters  patent  were 
issued,  sealed  by  the  great  seal  of  the  province,  appointing  additional 
Queen’s  counsel,  and  establishing  a  new  order  of  precedence,  which 
gave  precedence  and  pre-audience  to  certain  persons  above  Mr.  J.  N. 
Ritchie,  Q.C.,  who  were  not  previously  entitled  thereto. 

Mr.  Ritchie  had  been  appointed  to  the  rank  of  Queen’s  counsel 
in  1872,  by  a  patent  from  the  governor-general.  He  therefore 
appealed  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  province  for  a  recognition  of 
his  rank  and  precedence  before  the  gentlemen  who  had,  as  he  con¬ 
tended,  unlawfully  obtained  precedence  over  him  by  virtue  of  the 
letters  patent  aforesaid.  Mr.  Ritchie  protested  against  the  patent 
of  precedence  granted  to  these  gentlemen,  on  the  grounds,  firstly, 
that  the  Nova  Scotia  acts  of  1874,  cc.  20  and  21,  were  ultra  vires , 
and  the  appointments  thereunder  invalid  ;  and,  secondly,  that  the 
act  to  enable  the  governor  in  council  to  regulate  the  precedence  of 
Queen’s  counsel  could  not  lawfully  be  construed  retrospectively,  so 
as  to  interfere  with  his  precedence  by  virtue  of  his  appointment  in 
1872. 

The  matter  of  precedence  was  investigated  by  the  supreme  court 
of  Nova  Scotia.  Judgment  was  rendered  in  December  1876.  The 
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court  refused  to  declare  that  the  provincial  statutes  of  1874  were 
idtra  vires,  inasmuch  as  her  Majesty,  through  her  secretary  of  state, 
had  suggested  the  passing  of  such  acts,  and  afterwards,  through  the 
lieutenant-governor,  had  given  her  assent  to  the  same  ;  thereby 
authorising,  at  any  rate  ‘prospectively,  after  the  passing  of  the  act, 
her  lieutenant-governor  of  this  province  to  exercise  her  prerogative 
right,  to  the  extent  in  which  it  is  necessarily  conferred  on  that  high 
officer  by  the  statute.’  But  as  the  precedence  claimed  by  the  gentle¬ 
men  who  had  received  provincial  appointments  over  Mr.  Ritchie  had 
been  declared  to  be  retrospective,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  the  court  decided  that  their  claim  was  unauthorised  and 
invalid.  The  majority  of  the  court  were  also  of  opinion  that  the 
wrong  seal  had  been  made  use  of,  for  the  purpose  of  authenticating 
the  patents  issued  by  the  lieutenant-governor.x  But  this  is  a  dis¬ 
tinct  question,  which  will  be  presently  considered. 

In  1878  the  whole  matter  was  brought  before  the  supreme  court 
of  the  dominion  upon  an  appeal. 

On  November  4,  1879,  this  court  gave  judgment.  They  dismissed 
the  appeal  with  costs,  thereby  confirming  to  Mr.  Ritchie,  Q.C.,  his 
precedence,  by  virtue  of  his  appointment  in  1872,  under  the  great 
seal  of  the  dominion. 

Furthermore,  a  majority  of  the  court  expressed  a 
decided  opinion  that  the  sole  right  of  conferring  the 
rank  and  dignity  of  Queen’s  counsel  within  the  dominion 
of  Canada  appertained  to  the  Queen,  or  to  her  direct 
representative,  the  governor-general.  That  the  British 
North  America  Act,  1867,  does  not,  either  expressly  or 
by  inference,  divest  her  Majesty  of  this  branch  of  her 
prerogative,  or  enable  the  lieutenant-governors  of  the 
provinces,  either  with  or  without  an  authority  derived 
from  the  provincial  legislatures,  to  exercise  the  same. 
That  authority  to  exercise  this  prerogative  could  not  be 
conveyed  by  a  mere  despatch  from  a  secretary  of  state, 
but  only  by  warrant,  under  the  sovereign’s  sign  manual. 
Moreover  the  acts  of  the  Nova  Scotia  legislature  (and, 
by  the  same  rule,  the  acts  of  the  other  provincial  legis¬ 
latures),  in  so  far  as  they  assume  to  invest  the  lieutenant- 

K  Russell  and  Chesley,  Nova  Sco-  Kiely,  ib.  v.  3,  p.  506.  See  also 
tia  Rep.  v.  2,  p.  450  ;  Lordly  v.  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  86. 
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governor  with  power  to  appoint  to  the  rank  or  dignity 
of  Queen’s  counsel,  are  ultra  vires  and  void ;  inasmuch 
as  the  local  legislatures  have  a  prescribed  and  limited 
jurisdiction,  and  if  they  assume  to  pass  laws  beyond 
the  limit  of  their  defined  and  constitutional  powers, 
neither  the  acquiescence  of  the  dominion  parliament  in 
such  legislation,  nor  the  mere  sanction  of  the  Queen  to 
such  laws  could  validate  them.  For  the  Queen  is  not 
an  integral  part  of  the  legislatures  of  the  provinces,  in 
the  same  sense  as  she  is  declared  to  be  of  the  dominion 
parliament,  by  the  British  North  America  Act,  and 
therefore  no  provincial  statute  can  impair  or  affect  her 
Majesty’s  right  to  the  exclusive  exercise  of  all  her 
prerogative  powers/ 

The  effect  of  this  decision  was  to  annul  the  appointment  of  about 
one  hundred  Queen’s  counsel  unlawfully  appointed  by  the  lieutenant- 
governors  in  the  various  provinces  of  the  dominion.  The  decision 
was  received  with  much  satisfaction  by  the  leading  lawyers  and 
judges  throughout  Canada.2  On  October  11,  1880,  fifty- three  gen¬ 
tlemen,  practising  at  the  bar  in  the  provinces  of  Ontario,  Quebec, 
Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick,  and  Prince  Edward  Island,  were 
appointed  Queen’s  counsel  by  the  governor-general.  The  list  in¬ 
cluded  a  large  proportion  of  persons  who  had  been  illegally  ap¬ 
pointed  to  this  rank  by  lieutenant-governors  of  their  respective 
provinces.*1 

This  admirable  judgment  entirely  accords  with  the 
constitutional  doctrine  propounded  at  the  beginning  of 
this  section,  which  reserves  to  the  sovereign,  or  to  her 
direct  and  immediate  representative,  the  administration 
of  the  prerogative  of  honour. 

Upon  the  other  question  before  referred  to  (see  ante , 
p.  333)  it  should  be  observed  that  it  is  a  prerogative  of 


7  Lenoir  v.  Ritchie,  Can.  Sup.  legislatures.  See  also  Executive 
Ct.  Rep.  v.  3,  p.  576  ;  and  see  ib.  v.  Power  case,  post,  p.  367. 

4,  pp.  237,  317,  348.  But  see  post,  z  Montreal  Legal  News,  v.  2,  pp. 
pp.  573-  4,  for  decision  of  privy  369,  392,  408. 
council  in  Maritime  Bank  case,  a  Can.  Law  Jour.  N.  S.  v.  16,  p. 
declaring  powers  of  Crown  in  local  286. 
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the  Crown,  to  be  exercised  by  warrant  from  the  Queen 
in  Council,  to  appoint  and  direct  the  use  of  a  public 
seal  for  any  colony  ;  and  likewise  to  authorise  and  pro¬ 
vide  for  any  new  public  seal  that  may  be  required  from 
time  to  time.  It  being  understood,  however,  that  the 
cost  of  supplying  a  new  seal  should  be  borne  by  the 
colony. b 

As  has  been  already  intimated,  in  the  case  of  Lenoir 
v.  Eitchie,  the  question  of  the  validity  of  a  change  in 
the  existing  great  seal  of  the  province  of  Nova  Scotia 
was  raised ;  and  the  use  of  the  old  seal,  for  the  purpose 
of  authenticating  the  appointment  of  Queen’s  counsel, 
instead  of  the  new  seal,  assigned  to  Nova  Scotia  as  a 
province  of  the  dominion,  was  declared  by  a  majority 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Nova  Scotia  to  have  been 
illegal. 

O 

The  uncertainty  of  the  law,  and  the  importance  of 
obtaining  a  clear  and  speedy  decision  upon  this  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  seals,  had  previously  induced  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Nova  Scotia  to  request  the  intervention  of  the 
Imperial  authorities,  and  the  passing  of  an  Imperial 
statute,  to  remove  all  doubts  upon  the  subject.  This 
request  was  made  known  to  the  governor- general  by 
a  despatch  from  Lieutenant-Governor  Archibald,  dated 
March  28,  1877. 

Meanwhile,  the  Imperial  government  itself  had  de¬ 
cided,  upon  the  advice  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  new  seal  had  not  been  formally 
and  officially  introduced  into  Nova  Scotia,  the  use  of 
the  old  seal  of  the  province  was  not  irregular  ;  and 
that  any  legislation  required  to  authorise  a  change 
of  seal,  or  to  validate  supposed  irregularities,  should 
emanate  from  the  dominion  parliament.  So,  in  1877, 


b  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1881,  App.  A.  1,  p.  2 ;  A.  2,  pp.  15,  25; 
ib.  1882,  App.  A.  p.  2. 
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a  dominion  act  was  passed  authorising  the  lieutenant- 
governor  in  council,  in  each  and  all  of  the  provinces, 
to  change  the  great  seal  of  the  province  and  to  validate 
the  past  use  of  the  old  seal  in  Nova  Scotia.0  Statutes  to 
this  effect  were  thereupon  passed  by  the  Nova  Scotia 
legislature  without  delay.4 

The  interest  which  attaches  to  this  question  from  a 
constitutional  point  of  view,  and  its  bearing  upon  the 
royal  prerogative,  which  we  are  now  considering,  will 
justify  a  fuller  mention  of  the  circumstances  which  led 
to  this  settlement  of  the  difficulty. 

On  October  14,  1868,  the  colonial  secretary  (the  Duke  of  Buck¬ 
ingham)  forwarded  to  the  governor-general  of  Canada  (Lord  Monck) 
her  Majesty’s  warrant  granting  and  assigning  certain  armorial  bear¬ 
ings  to  be  hereafter  used  on  seals,  shields,  banners,  flags,  and  other¬ 
wise  in  and  by  the  several  provinces  forming  part  of  the  dominion 
of  Canada,  ‘for  the  greater  honour  and  distinction  of  the  said  pro¬ 
vinces  ;  ’  and  declaring  that  the  said  united  provinces  shall  use  ‘  a 
great  seal  of  Canada  ’  which  shall  be  composed  of  a  combination  of 
the  arms  of  the  particular  provinces. 

On  May  8,  1869,  the  colonial  secretary  transmitted  to  the 
governor-general  five  seals,  to  be  used  by  the  dominion  of  Canada 
and  by  the  four  provinces  composing  the  same.  Also,  the  Queen’s 
warrant,  under  her  royal  sign-manual,  directing  the  use  of  the  said 
seals,  and  requiring  that  the  old  seals,  heretofore  in  use,  should  be 
returned,  in  order  that  they  might  be  defaced  by  her  Majesty  in 
council. 

On  July  2,  1869,  the  governor-general  applied  to  the  secretary 
of  state  for  instructions  for  his  guidance  in  respect  to  the  four  pro¬ 
vincial  seals.  He  enclosed  a  memorandum  from  the  minister  of 
justice,  which  raised  the  question  whether  it  was  not  within  the 
competency  of  the  lieutenant-governors  in  council  (under  the  one 
hundred  and  thirty-sixth  section  of  the  British  North  America  Act) 
to  appoint  and  direct  the  great  seals  to  be  used  in  the  several 
provinces  of  the  dominion ;  the  more  so  as  these  lieutenant-governors 
were  now  appointed  by  the  governor-general  in  council  and  not  by 
the  Queen. 

In  his  reply,  dated  August  23,  1869,  the  colonial  secretary  ex- 


d  N.  S.  Acts,  40  Yic.  cc.  1  and  2. 
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Nova  pressed  his  conviction  that  the  right  of  her  Majesty  exclusively  to 

Scotia  order  and  to  change  at  will  the  great  seals  of  the  provinces  was  as 

ease 1  b6al  unquestionable  as  her  right  to  determine  the  great  seal  of  the 
dominion,  which  had  not  been  disputed  ;  and  that,  as  this  right  was 
in  existence  before  the  passing  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  it 
cannot  be  deemed  to  have  been  taken  away  by  implication,  to  be 
inferred  from  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-sixth  section  aforesaid, 
which  is  in  terms  expressly  confined  to  the  provinces  of  Ontario 
and  Quebec.  This  section,  moreover,  may  be  construed  as  pre¬ 
scribing  the  proper  mode  of  introducing  any  alteration  of  the  seals 
in  use  in  those  provinces  ;  namely,  by  proclamation,  or  by  order  of 
‘  the  lieutenant-governor  in  council,’  and  not  as  limiting  the  Queen’s 
prerogative  to  appoint  and  direct  the  seals  to  be  used.  [The  clause 
is  as  follows  :  ‘Until  altered  by  the  lieutenant-governor  in  council, 
the  great  seals  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  respectively  shall  be  the 
same,  or  of  the  same  design,  as  those  used  in  the  provinces  of 
Upper  Canada  and  Lower  Canada  respectively,  before  their  union 
in  1841,  as  the  province  of  Canada.’]  If,  on  the  contrary,  this 
clause  is  assumed  to  give  direct  and  sole  power  to  the  lieutenant- 
governors  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  in  council  to  alter  the  seals  of 
those  provinces  at  pleasure,  the  same  right  should  be  conceded  to 
the  lieutenant-governors  of  New  Brunswick  and  Nova  Scotia ; 
and  this  authority  should  be  conferred  either  by  an  Imperial  statute 
or  by  local  legislation,  to  which  the  consent  of  the  Crown  should 
first  be  given. 

Accordingly,  on  November  16,  1869,  the  dominion  government 
directed  that  the  great  seals  for  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick 
should  be  transmitted  to  the  lieutenant-governors  of  those  pro¬ 
vinces,  with  instructions  to  give  effect  to  the  royal  pleasure  by  the 
adoption  of  the  same  for  use  in  their  governments.  The  new  seals 
for  Ontario  and  Quebec  were  authorised  to  be  forwarded  in  like 
manner,  with  copies  of  the  correspondence  on  the  subject,  so  as  to 
afford  these  governments  ‘  the  opportunity  of  adopting  such  seals, 
should  they  think  proper  to  do  so.’ 

The  executive  council  of  Nova  Scotia,  however,  preferred  their 
old  seal  to  a  new  one.  They  therefore  adopted  a  minute,  which 
was  forwarded  to  the  governor-general  for  the  purpose  of  transmis¬ 
sion  to  her  Majesty’s  government,  wherein,  while  freely  admitting 
the  right  of  the  Queen  to  change  and  alter  the  provincial  seal  at 
pleasure,  they  asked  leave  to  retain  in  use  their  old  seal,  instead  of 
adopting  a  new  one.  They  afterwards  craved  permission  from  the 
Crown  to  pass  an  act  to  sanction  the  continued  use  of  the  old  seal, 
but  authorising  the  lieutenant-governor  to  alter  and  appoint  the 
use  of  a  new  great  seal  in  future.  The  secretary  of  state  for  the 
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dominion  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  this  minute,  but  made  no  Nova 
reply  to  its  request.  Scotia 

For  several  years  afterwards,  the  question  of  the  seals  remained  seal 
in  abeyance  in  Nova  Scotia.  At  length,  on  March  28,  1877,  the 
lieutenant-governor  wrote  to  the  dominion  secretary  of  state,  to 
call  attention  to  a  new  difficulty  which  had  arisen  out  of  this 
matter.  By  two  acts,  passed  in  1874,  the  lieutenant-governor  in 
council  was  empowered  to  appoint  Queen’s  counsel,  and  to  regulate 
precedence  at  the  provincial  bar.  He  had,  accordingly,  issued 
certain  patents  of  precedence  under  the  great  seal  of  the  province. 

The  supreme  court  at  Halifax,  however,  in  a  judgment  already 
referred  to,e  impugned  the  validity  of  this  proceeding,  partly  on  the 
ground  that  the  seal  used  to  authenticate  these  patents  was  the  old 
province  seal,  and  not  the  new  seal  directed  to  be  made  use  of  by 
the  Queen’s  warrant  of  May  7,  1869.  The  court  were  of  opinion 
that  the  use  of  the  old  seal  was  no  longer  legal,  and  that  ‘  the  new 
seal,  after  its  delivery  to  the  lieutenant-governor  in  1869,  became, 
and  is  now,  the  great  seal  of  Nova  Scotia,  and  the  only  one.’ 

With  a  view  to  dispose  of  this  difficult  question,  the  provincial 
government  requested  the  dominion  government  to  forward  an 
address  to  the  Queen,  from  the  council  and  assembly  of  Nova 
Scotia,  to  solicit  the  passing  of  an  Imperial  statute  for  its  solution. 

But,  before  this  request  could  be  complied  with,  a  despatch  was 
received  by  the  governor- general  from  the  colonial  secretary,  dated 
March  29,  1877,  which  stated  that  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown 
were  of  opinion  that  the  Queen’s  warrant,  of  May  7,  1869,  above 
mentioned,  was  directory  and  not  imperative,  so  that  the  non- 
observance  of  its  injunctions  did  not  impair  the  validity  of  docu¬ 
ments  which  had  been  authenticated  by  means  of  the  old  seal,  the 
use  of  which  was  not  abolished,  until  the  new  seal  was  formally 
introduced  ;  that  while  the  failure  to  comply  with  the  directions  of 
the  royal  warrant  in  regard  to  the  introduction  of  the  new  seal 
might  properly  be  condoned  by  Imperial  authority,  yet,  under  the 
existing  circumstances,  and  having  regard  to  the  provisions  of  the 
British  North  America  Act,  it  would  be  more  advisable  to  have 
recourse  to  dominion  legislation  for  this  purpose. 

These  opinions  were  approved  by  the  governor-general  in 
council  ;  and  the  lieutenant-governor  of  Nova  Scotia  was  notified 
thereof/ 

Immediately  afterwards,  as  has  been  already  explained,  the 
dominion  parliament  passed  an  act  to  remove  doubts  on  this  sub¬ 
ject,  *  so  far  as  the  parliament  of  Canada  may  have  power  to  act  in 


e  See  ante,  p.  336. 


f  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  86. 
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the  premises,’  and  to  declare  that  ‘  the  lieutenant-governor  of  each 
province  in  council  has  the  power  of  appointing  and  of  altering  from 
time  to  time  the  great  seal  of  the  province.  This  act  also  declared 
that  the  use,  heretofore,  of  the  old  seal,  in  Nova  Scotia,  should  be 
deemed  to  have  been  valid,  ‘  notwithstanding  any  doubt  which  may 
exist  as  to  such  seal  being  the  great  seal.’s 

On  their  part,  the  local  legislature  of  Nova  Scotia  lost  no  time 
in  acting  upon  these  conclusions.  In  the  same  year,  and  without 
waiting  (as  they  should  have  done,  according  to  the  opinion  of  the 
English  Crown  law  officers)  for  dominion  legislation  on  the  subject, 
they  passed  two  statutes — one  ‘  to  empower  the  lieutenant-governor 
of  the  province  in  council  to  alter  and  change  the  great  seal  of  the 
province  from  time  to  time  ;  ’  and  the  other,  ‘  to  ratify  and  confirm 
all  acts  and  proceedings  heretofore  had  and  done  under  the  great 
seal  ’  previously  in  use  in  this  province,  from  the  commencement  of 
the  year  1869  until  the  said  great  seal  shall  have  been  changed  by 
order  of  the  governor  in  council.11 

Overlooking  the  irregularity  attending  the  passing  of  these  acts, 
before  due  authority  for  such  enactments  had  been  given  by  the 
dominion  parliament,  they  were  permitted  to  remain  in  operation, 
and  thus  to  dispose  effectually  of  a  question  which  had  continued  in 
dispute  for  nearly  ten  years.1 

Inasmuch  as  a  majority  of  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Nova  Scotia,  in  giving  judgment  in  the  case  of  Lenoir  v.  Ritchie, 
had,  as  we  have  seen,  dwelt  at  considerable  length  upon  the  question 
of  the  validity  of  the  seal  used  to  authenticate  the  patents  issued 
by  the  lieutenant-governor  to  confer  the  rank  of  Queen’s  counsel 
upon  certain  lawyers  in  the  province,  and  as  it  had  been  held,  by  a 
majority  of  the  judges  of  that  court,  that  the  seal  affixed  to  these 
patents  was  not  the  true  great  seal  of  Nova  Scotia,  this  question 
necessarily  came  under  the  notice  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
dominion,  in  deliberating  upon  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the 
Nova  Scotia  court,  in  this  case.  The  judges  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Canada  did  not,  however,  deem  it  of  consequence  to  consider  this 
question.  They  were  evidently  of  opinion  that  it  had  been  duly 
settled  by  competent  authority,  and  that  no  judicial  interposition 
was  required,  either  to  explain  the  law  or  to  regulate  its  operation. 

Akin  to  the  matter  of  seals  and  armorial  bearings  of  colonies  is 
the  question  of  appropriate  badges  for  flags,  to  be  used,  officially,  by 


g  Canada  Act,  40  Vic.  c.  3. 
h  Nova  Scotia  Statutes,  40  Vic. 
cc.  1  and  2. 

1  See  Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada, 


p.  375.  On  Nov.  30,  1869,  the  lieut.- 
governor  of  Quebec  passed  an  order 
in  council  adopting  a  new  provincial 
seal.  Prefixed  to  Quebec  Stat.  1882. 
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the  governor,  and  by  government  vessels  in  the  particular  colony.  Flags. 
This  is  arranged  after  consultation  with  the  colonial  authorities  by 
the  secretary  of  stated 

Permission  to  use  the  prefix  ‘  royal  ’  in  the  name  and  title  of  any  Title  of 
institution  in  a  colony,  or  elsewhere,  can  only  be  granted  by  the  t(^al 
sovereign. k  institute. 


1  Lord  Carnarvon’s  despatch,  House  Jour.  1870,  App.  1,  p.  88. 
Aug.  23,  1875,  in  Queensland  Leg.  k  Royal  Canadian  Academy  of 
Coun.  Jour.  1876,  p.  305;  N.  Zeal.  Arts,  Can.  Dom.  Gaz.  July  17, 1880. 
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CHAPTER  XI. 

IMPERIAL  DOMINION  EXERCISABLE  OVER  SELF-GOVERNING 
COLONIES  :  BY  THE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  PRERO¬ 
GATIVE  OF  MERCY. 

In  the  official  rules  and  regulations  for  her  Majesty’s 
colonial  service,  it  is  stated  that  the  powers  of  every 
officer  administering  a  colonial  government  are  con¬ 
ferred,  and  his  duties  for  the  most  part  defined,  in  her 
Majesty’s  commission  and  the  instructions  with  which 
he  is  furnished.  But  that,  subject  to  the  special  law  of 
each  colony,  it  is  customary  that  a  governor  should  be 
empowered  to  grant  a  pardon  or  respite  to  any 
criminal  convicted  in  the  colonial  courts  of  justice.’ 
And  ‘lie  may  pardon  persons  imprisoned  in  colonial 
gaols  under  sentence  of  a  court-martial;  but  this  is  not 
to  be  done  without  consulting  the  officer  in  command 
ol  the  forces.’  Furthermore,  ‘lie  has  in  general  the 
power  of  remitting  any  fines,  penalties,  or  forfeitures, 
which  may  accrue  to  the  Queen ;  but  if  the  fine  exceeds 
fifty  pounds,  he  is,  in  some  colonies,  only  at  liberty  to 
suspend  the  payment  of  it  until  her  Majesty’s  pleasure 
can  be  known.’ a 

It  is  also  provided  that  ‘no  judge  presiding  0n  a 
criminal  trial  must,  upon  any  account,  fail  to  take  notes 
oi  the  evidence  adduced,  and  no  capital  sentence  must 


a  Col.  Reg.  1891,  sees.  22-25.  see  Lyon’s  Law  of  India,  v.  1,  Crim 
I  orsyfh,  Const.  Law,  pp.  75-82,  Proc.  Code,  p.  71 ;  The  Queen  v. 
460.  L  or  the  special  law  in  India,  Burali,  3  L.  R.  App.  p.  899. 
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be  executed  until  the  governor  of  the  colony  shall  have 
perused  those  notes.’ 

‘  In  general  no  reference  in  criminal  cases  is  to  be 
made  from  the  government  of  any  colony  to  this  country, 
with  a  view  to  the  confirmation  or  remission  of  sentences 
pronounced  by  the  colonial  courts.  But  her  Majesty’s 
government  will  be  ready  to  afford  any  information, 
instructions,  or  advice,  for  which  the  governor  may 
think  it  necessary  to  apply,  whenever  any  question  may 
arise  on  any  criminal  proceeding  on  which  there  may 
be  any  special  and  adequate  motive  for  invoking  the 
interference  of  her  Majesty’s  government  in  this  country. 
Whenever  a  capital  sentence  shall  have  been  executed, 
a  report  of  it  must  be  transmitted  to  the  secretary  of 
state.’  b 

By  these  regulations,  direct  and  exclusive  authority 
is  conferred  upon  governors  of  British  colonies  holding 
commissions  from  the  Crown  to  administer  the  royal 
prerogative  of  pardon  to  any  criminal  convicted  in  any 
court  of  justice  in  the  colony.0 

More  explicit  and  detailed  directions  on  this  subject 
are  embodied  in  the  royal  commission  of  every  colonial 
governor,  and  in  the  instructions  accompanying  the 
same.  These  directions  have  been  modified  of  late 
years,  particularly  in  the  case  of  colonies  in  the  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  ‘  responsible  government,’  and  to  a  still  greater 
extent  in  reference  to  the  dominion  of  Canada. 

The  revised  instructions  applicable  to  self-governing 
colonies  in  general  are  to  be  found  in  the  letters  patent 
and  royal  instructions  issued  to  the  governor  of  South 
Australia,  on  April  28,  1877. 

By  these  official  instruments  the  governor  is  author¬ 
ised  and  empowered  by  her  Maj  esty,  ‘  as  he  shall  see 

b  Col.  Reg.  1892,  secs.  406,  407.  ported  convicts,  see  Imp.  act,  G  &  7 
Circular  Despatch  of  Nov.  14,  1877.  Vic.  c.  7,  sec.  2;  Barnett  v.  Blake, 

0  As  to  mode  of  pardoning  trans-  2  Drew  &  Sm.  p.  117. 
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occasion,  in  our  name  and  on  our  behalf,  when  any 
crime  has  been  committed  within  our  said  colony,  or  for 
which  the  offender  may  be  tried  therein,  to  grant  a 
pardon  to  any  accomplice  in  such  crime  who  shall  give 
such  information  as  shall  lead  to  the  conviction  of  the 
principal  offender,  or  one  of  such  offenders  if  more  than 
one  ;  and,  further,  to  grant  to  any  offender  convicted  in 
any  court,  or  before  any  judge,  or  other  magistrate, 
within  our  said  colony,  a  pardon  either  free  or  subject 
to  lawful  conditions ;  or  any  respite  of  the  execution  of 
the  sentence  passed  on  such  offender,  for  such  period 
as  to  our  said  governor  may  seem  fit ;  and  to  remit  any 
fines  or  forfeitures  due  or  accrued  to  us  in  respect 
thereof ;  provided  always,  that  our  said  governor  shall 
in  no  case,  except  where  the  offence  has  been  of  a 
political  nature  unaccompanied  by  any  other  grave 
crime,  make  it  a  condition  of  any  pardon  or  remission 
of  sentence  that  the  offender  shall  absent  himself,  or  be 
removed  from  our  said  colony.’ 

It  was  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  Mauritius  in  February, 
1881,  in  the  case  of  one  Seebaruth,  under  sentence  of  death  for 
murder,  but  who  had  been  pardoned  by  the  governor,  subject  to  the 
condition  of  his  imprisonment  at  hard  labour  for  life,  that  the  words 
lawful  conditions,  in  the  royal  instructions,  mean  any  conditions 
which  are  not  contra  bonos  mores,  or  malum  in  se,  and  are  not 
limited  to  such  conditions  only  as  the  judicial  authority  of  the  colony 
were  competent  to  impose,  by  way  of  punishment — for  this  was  not 
a  mode  of  punishment  recognised  by  the  penal  code  of  the  colony — 
although  the  person  sentenced  was  willing  to  consent  to  the  condi¬ 
tion  prescribed  in  order  to  save  his  life.d 

The  twelfth  section  of  the  draft  of  instructions 
accompanying  the  letters  patent  aforesaid,  further  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  governor  shall  call  upon  the  judge 
presiding  at  the  trial  of  any  offender  who  may  be  con¬ 
demned  to  suffer  death  by  the  sentence  of  any  court 


d  MSS.  judgment  communicated  by  Chief-justice  A.  G.  Ellis. 
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within  the  said  colony,  to  make  to  him  a  written  report 
of  the  case  of  such  offender,  and  such  report  shall  be 
taken  into  consideration  by  the  governor  at  the  next 
meeting  of  the  executive  council,  where  the  judge  may 
be  specially  summoned  to  attend  with  his  notes  ;  ‘  and 
our  said  governor  shall  not  pardon  or  reprieve  any  such 
offender  as  aforesaid,  unless  it  shall  appear  to  him  ex¬ 
pedient  so  to  do,  upon  receiving  the  advice 'of  our  said 
executive  council  therein ;  but  in  all  such  cases  he  is  to 
decide  either  to  extend  or  to  withhold  a  pardon  or 
reprieve,  according  to  liis  own  deliberate  judgment , 
whether  the  members  of  our  said  executive  council 
concur  therein  or  otherwise  ;  entering,  nevertheless,  on 
the  minutes  of  our  said  executive  council  a  minute  of 
his  reasons  at  length,  in  case  he  should  decide  any  such 
question  in  opposition  to  the  judgment  of  the  majority 
of  the  members  thereof.’ e 

Acting  under  these  revised  instructions,  Governor 
Gordon,  of  New  Zealand,  reported  to  the  secretary  of 
state,  on  August  22,  1881,  his  reasons  for  commuting 
the  sentence  of  death  passed  upon  a  Maori,  for  murder, 
agreeably  to  the  advice  of  the  jiremier,  but  upon  4  his 
own  deliberate  judgment,’  and  contrary  to  the  opinion 
of  other  members  of  the  executive  council! 

In  administering  the  prerogative  of  mercy,  a  governor 
in  council  does  not  act  as  a  court  of  appeal  in  criminal 
cases.  For  though  in  exercising  the  royal  prerogative 
the  governor  may  remit  a  sentence,  he  does  not  techni¬ 
cally  reverse  it,  nor  by  his  action  in  any  way  pronounce 
it  wrong.  This  he  could  only  do  after  hearing  an 
appeal  from  the  finding  of  the  court,  if  there  were  pro¬ 
vision  for  such  an  appeal.  The  act  of  pardoning  a 
sentenced  criminal  is  one  of  pure  clemency  :  it  is  in  no 


e  South  Australia  Pari.  Proc.  f  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1881, 
1877,  v.  3,  No.  109.  App.  A.  1  a. 
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respect  judicial.  And  not  only  in  capital  cases,  wliere 
the  course  of  procedure  to  be  taken  by  the  governor  is 
prescribed  by  the  royal  instructions,  but  in  all  cases 
where  clemency  is  sought  at  his  hands,  a  governor 
would  do  well  to  consult  informally  those  who  could 
best  assist  his  judgment ;  more  especially  the  Crown 
prosecutor  and  the  judge  who  has  tried  the  case,  whose 
advice  would  doubtless  be  readily  afforded  when  thus 
solicited.  But  judges  should  not  be  required  to  report 
beforehand  upon  every  case  wherein  they  have  passed 
sentence,  as  that  would  place  both  the  judges  and  the 
governor  in  an  untenable  and  undesirable  position.  g 

The  independent  authority  which  is  conferred  upon 
governors  by  their  commission  and  instructions  to 
determine  absolutely,  whether  to  grant  or  to  withhold 
the  royal  clemency  to  criminal  offenders,  irrespective  of 
the  opinions  expressed  or  advice  given  by  their  respon¬ 
sible  ministers,  has  given  rise  in  repeated  instances  to 
complaints,  as  being  a  proceeding  at  variance  with  the 
principle  of  local  self-government,  and  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  ministers,  whose  advice  the  governor  is 
required  to  ask,  but  is  not  obliged  to  follow. 

A  ith  a  view  to  allay  dissatisfaction,  and  to  define 
with  greater  precision  the  constitutional  practice  which 
should  be  observed  in  cases  of  this  kind,  her  Majesty’s 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  (Lord  Carnarvon) 
addressed  a  circular  despatch  to  the  governors  of  all 
the  Australian  colonies  on  this  subject,  on  May  4,  1875. 

This  despatch  proceeds  to  state  ‘  that  it  should  be 
understood  that  no  capital  sentence  may  be  either 
carried  out,  commuted,  or  remitted,  without  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  case  by  the  governor  and  his  ministers, 
assembled  in  executive  council.  A  minor  sentence 


B  Secretary  of  state  (Lord  Car-  mania.  Tasm.  Leg.  Coim.  Jour 
narvon)  to  Governor  Weld,  of  Tas-  1878,  App.  No.  36,  p.  8. 
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may  be  commuted  or  remitted  by  the  governor  after 
lie  lias  duly  considered  the  advice  either  of  his  ministers 
collectively,  or  of  the  minister  more  immediately  re¬ 
sponsible  for  matters  connected  with  the  administration 
of  justice.’  All  such  advice,  however,  whether  tendered 
in  council  or  otherwise,  should  be  in  writing.  Upon 
receiving  the  same,  the  governor  ‘has  to  decide  for 
himself  how  he  will  act.’  ‘  Under  a  system  of  respon¬ 
sible  government,  he  will  allow  greater  weight  to  the 
opinion  of  his  ministers  in  cases  affecting  the  internal 
administration  of  the  colony,  than  in  cases  in  which 
matters  of  Imperial  interest  or  policy,  or  the  interests 
of  other  countries  or  colonies  are  involved.’  Neverthe¬ 
less,  under  all  circumstances,  ‘  it  is  true  that  a  governor 
may  (and  indeed  must,  if  in  Ins  judgment  it  seems 
right)  decide  in  opposition  to  the  advice  tendered  to 
him.  But  the  ministers  will  have  absolved  themselves 
of  their  responsibility,  and  though  in  an  extreme  case 
— -which,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  may  be  stated, 
although  it  is  not  likely  to  arise  in  practice — [the  local] 
parliament,  if  it  disapproves  the  action  taken,  may  re¬ 
quire  the  ministers  to  resign ;  either  on  the  ground 
that  they  tendered  wrong  advice,  or  that  they  failed  to 
enforce  recommendations  deemed  to  be  right.  I  do 
not  think  the  great  principle  of  parliamentary  responsi¬ 
bility  is  impaired  by  this  result.  On  the  other  hand, 
a  governor  who,  by  acting  in  opposition  to  the  advice 
of  his  ministers,  has  brought  about  their  resignation, 
will  obviously  have  assumed  a  responsibility  for  which 
he  will  have  to  account  to  her  Majesty’s  government.’ 

The  colonial  secretary  proceeds  to  state  that  he 
knows  it  has  been  argued  ‘  that  ministers  cannot  under¬ 
take  to  be  responsible  for  the  administration  of  affairs 
unless  their  advice  is  necessarily  to  prevail  on  all  ques¬ 
tions,  including  those  connected  with  the  prerogative 
of  pardon.  But  I  am  led  to  believe  that  this  view  does 
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not  meet  with  general  acceptance,  and  there  is  at  all 
events  good  reason  why  it  should  not.  The  pressure, 
political  as  well  as  social,  which  would  be  brought  to 
bear  upon  the  ministers  if  the  decision  of  such  ques¬ 
tions  rested  practically  with  them,  would  be  most  em¬ 
barrassing  to  them,  while  the  ultimate  consequences 
might  be  a  serious  interference  with  the  sentences  of 
the  courts. 

‘  On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  hope  that  the  colonial 
legislatures,  and  public  opinion  generally,  will  concur 
with  me  in  the  opinion  that  the  existing  rule  and  prac¬ 
tice  is  salutary,  and  may  with  advantage  be  main¬ 
tained.’  h 

Expressing  himself  to  a  similar  effect,  in  a  debate 
in  the  house  of  lords  upon  this  question,  on  April  16, 
1875,  Earl  Carnarvon  adds  these  significant  remarks: 
‘Eo  doubt  it  may  be  objected  to  the  system  of  the 
governor  consulting  his  ministry,  and  still  acting  on  his 
own  judgment,  that  it  sets  up  a  double  responsibility. 
In  reply,  I  submit  that  in  this  case  a  concurrent  re¬ 
sponsibility  is  better.  On  the  one  hand,  the  governor 
will  not  be  relieved  of  his  responsibility  to  the  Crown, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  local  government  will  not 
be  relieved  of  its  responsibility  to  its  own  parliament ; 
so  that,  while  the  colonial  parliament  may  punish  the 
minister  for  improper  advice,  the  Crown  may  punish 
the  governor  for  an  improper  decision.  The  fact  is 
that,  in  these  matters,  we  cannot  be  too  logical,’  an 
expression  which  was  afterwards  explained  to  mean 
‘  we  ought  not  to  be  too  logical.’ 1 

These  conclusions,  however,  merely  point  to  the 
possible  consequences  of  a  material  difference  of 


h  Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  p.  696.  1  Hans.  D.  v.  223,  p.  1073.  See 

See  also,  to  the  same  effect,  Earl  the  Earl  of  Kimberley’s  speech,  ib. 
Carnarvon’s  despatches  to  Governor  p.  1076. 

Robinson,  of  Oct.  7, 1874  ;  ib.  p.  678. 
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opinion,  upon  a  question  arising  out  of  tlie  exercise 
by  a  governor  of  the  prerogative  of  mercy,  between  the 
Grown  and  the  governor  on  the  one  hand,  and  between 
his  ministers  and  the  local  parliament  on  the  other. 
It  is  quite  conceivable  that  a  governor  might  so  act, 
in  a  case  of  this  description,  as  to  merit  and  receive  a 
1  ebuke  fiom  the  Crown,  without,  at  the  same  time, 
being  recalled  or  dismissed  from  office.  In  like  manner, 
it  is  equally  reasonable  to  suppose  that,  under  certain 
circumstances,  one  or  both  of  the  houses  of  the  local 
parliament  might  record  their  disapproval  of  advice 
given  by  ministers,  in  a  matter  affecting  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  prerogative  of  mercy  by  the  governor, 
without  their  insisting  that  their  vote  of  censure  should 
be  followed  up  by  the  resignation  of  the  ministry. 
While  it  is  true  that,  as  a  general  principle,  ‘  advice 
and  responsibility  go  hand  in  hand,’  complete  responsi¬ 
bility  for  an  act  should  not  always  be  insisted  upon, 
when  that  act  is  performed  by  one  who  is  himself  pri¬ 
marily  responsible  for  it,  on  Imperial  considerations, 
which  remove  the  act  itself  from  the  category  of  cases 
of  purely  local  import  and  signification. 

The  undermentioned  precedents  will  exhibit  these 
principles  in  action,  and  will  show  their  practical  opera¬ 
tion  in  colonial  politics  : — - 

After  the  establishment  of  responsible  government 
in  the  several  colonies  of  Australia,  much  misappre¬ 
hension  and  diversity  of  practice  arose  therein,  in 
regard  to  the  constitutional  mode  of  dealing  with 
applications  for  the  remission  or  mitigation  of  sentences 
upon  convicted  criminals. 

In  some  places  it  was  customary  to  allow  the  pre¬ 
rogative  of  mercy  to  be  administered,  as  in  ordinary 
matters  of  local  concern,  upon  the  advice  of  ministers, 
without  attaching  to  the  governor  any  peculiar  or  ex¬ 
clusive  responsibility.  So  far  had  this  departure  from 
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strict  rule,  and  from  the  obligations  imposed  upon  the 
governor  by  his  instructions,  been  carried  that,  in  at 
least  one  colony,  it  had  been  the  practice  for  the  gover¬ 
nor  to  leave  signed  pardons  in  blank,  to  be  filled  up 
and  used  during  his  temporary  absence  from  the  seat 
of  government. j 


Shortly  after  the  appointment  of  the  Earl  of  Belmore,  in  1868, 
to  be  governor  of  New  South  Wales,  the  proper  constitutional  pro¬ 
cedure,  in  the  administration  of  this  prerogative,  was  amicably  dis¬ 
cussed  between  himself  and  the  premier  (Mr.  afterwards  Sir  John 
Robertson).  By  mutual  consent,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies  was  appealed  to  for  his  views  in  the  matter  of  the  personal 
responsibility  of  the  governor  in  granting  or  withholding  remissions 
of  sentences,  as  to  whether,  in  fact,  the  governor  was  bound  by  his 
instructions  to  act  on  his  own  independent  judgment  or  not. 

This  application  elicited  from  the  secretary  of  state  (Lord  Gran¬ 
ville)  a  brief  reply,  dated  Oct.  4,  1869,  which  said  that  ‘the 
responsibility  of  deciding  upon  such  applications  rests  with  the 
governor,  and  he  has  undoubtedly  a  right  to  act  upon  his  own  inde¬ 
pendent  judgment.  But  unless  any  Imperial  interest  or  policy  is  in¬ 
volved,  as  might  be  the  case  in  a  matter  of  treason  or  slave-trading, 
or  in  matters  in  which  foreigners  might  be  concerned,  the  governor 
would  be  bound  to  allow  great  weight  to  the  recommendation  of  his 
ministry.’  k 

Lord  Granville’s  despatch  was  followed  by  another  from  his  suc¬ 
cessor,  Lord  Kimberley,  addressed  to  all  the  Australian  governors, 
and  dated  Nov.  1,  1871.  It  was  herein  stated  that  ‘the  governor, 
as  invested  with  a  portion  of  the  Queen’s  prerogative,  is  bound  to 
examine  personally  each  case  in  which  he  is  called  upon  to  exercise 
the  power  entrusted  to  him,  although  in  a  colony  under  responsible 
government  he  will,  of  course,  pay  due  regard  to  the  advice  of  his 
ministers,  who  are  responsible  to  the  colony  for  the  proper  adminis¬ 
tration  of  justice  and  the  prevention  of  crime,  and  will  not  grant 
any  pardon  without  receiving  their  advice  thereupon.’ 1 

Clear  and  explicit  as  were  the  directions  contained  in  this  circu¬ 
lar  despatch  (of  which  a  brief  extract  only  is  given  in  the  preceding 
citation),  they  appear  to  have  been  misunderstood  in  New  South 
Wales.  Upon  the  arrival  of  Sir  Hercules  Robinson  in  that  colony 


J  N.  Zealand  House  of  Rep. 
Jour.  1871,  App.  v.  1,  pp.  79-82, 
90;  ib.  1872,  A.  No.  1,  a.  p.  10. 
N.  Zealand  Pari.  I).  July  5,  1876, 


p.  336. 

k  Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  pp.  631 
632. 

1  Ib.  p.  633. 
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June,  18/  .j,  to  assume  the  government,  he  found  a  practice  pre¬ 
tax  mg  there  almost  as  objectionable  and  irregular  as  the  one  above 
mentioned  which  was  complained  of  by  Lord  Belmore  ;  namely,  that 
all  applications  for  mitigation  or  pardon  of  sentences  (not  being 
capital  cases)  were  expected  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  governor  him 
self,  unaided  by  advice  from  any  minister.  Governor  Robinson  lost 

no  time  m  applying  to  the  colonial  secretary  for  further  instructions 
thereupon. 

v  ,  L‘J -l  1^1™berlej’  m  t0  this  appeal,  wrote  a  despatch,  dated 

eb.  1/,  18 1 3,  pointing  out  that  there  was  no  inconsistency  in  pre¬ 
vious  instructions  issued  from  the  colonial  office  on  this  subject.  ‘  A 
governor,  m  granting  pardons,  is  exercising  a  portion  of  the  Queen’s 
prerogative,  and  has  strictly  a  right  to  exercise  an  independent 
juc  grnent ;  but,  in  a  colony  under  responsible  government,  he  is 
bound  not  to  grant  any  pardon  without  receiving  [ministerial] 
advice  thereon.  It  is  only  necessary,  ‘in  capital  cases,’  for  the 
governor  to ‘formally  consult  with  his  ministers  in  council’  In 
other  cases,  the  governor  may  consult,  or  act  upon  the  advice  of 

ie  minister  who  is,  for  the  time  being,  primarily  concerned  in  such 
matters,  m  whatever  manner  is  most  convenient  to  both.’m 

Impressed  with  the  importance  of  securing  ministerial  responsi¬ 
bility  on  behalf  of  all  administrative  acts  he  might  perform  and 
considering  these  directions  as  a  ratification  by  the  colonial  minister 
of  this  doctrine,  Governor  Robinson  lost  no  time  in  informing  his 
chief  minister  (Mr.  afterwards  Sir  H.  Parkes)  of  his  readines&s  to 
initiate  a  system  m  regard  to  the  prerogative  of  pardon  in  strict 
accordance  with  constitutional  principles. 

Mr.  Parkes  embodied  his  own  views  upon  the  subject  in  a 
memorandum,  dated  May  30,  1874.  ‘He  preferred  that  the 
responsibility  of  deciding  upon  applications  for  mitigation  of  sen¬ 
tences  should  remain,  as  heretofore,  solely  with  the  governor  ;  but 
if  a  change  were  insisted  on,  and  the  cases  of  prisoners  were  to  be 
decided  on  the  advice  of  ministers,  as  required  by  the  secretary  of 
state,  he  could  see  no  sufficient  reason  for  making  a  distinction 
between  this  class  of  business  and  the  ordinary  business  of  govern¬ 
ment.  In  effect,  he  declined  to  accept  any  responsibility  for 
ministers,  unless  they  had,  not  only  in  form,  but  in  substance  a 
voice  in  such  decisions.’  11 

Contrasting  the  ‘  independent  judgment  ’  claimed  for  the  gover¬ 
nor,  under  his  instructions,  with  the  position  of  the  sovereign  in  the 
mother  country,  Mr.  Parkes  proceeds  to  remark  :  ‘  There  can  be  no 
question,  I  believe,  that  from  the  beginning  of  the  present  reion 
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the  home  secretary  in  England  decides  absolutely  in  all  matters  of 
this  kind  in  the  name  of  the  Crown,  and  that  the  Crown  does  not  in 
practice  interfere.’  0  This  portion  of  the  prerogative,  then,  when  in¬ 
trusted  to  the  governor  of  a  colony,  ‘  unlike  the  prerogative  in 
England,  is  intended  to  be  a  reality  in  its  exercise  ;  ’  and  the 
governor,  in  such  cases,  ‘  is  subject  to  a  superior  and  instructing 
authority.’  And,  even  when  ministers  are  permitted  to  ‘  advise 
him,’  ‘  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  advice  here  intended  is  wholly 
distinct  in  its  nature  from  the  advice  given  in  the  general  conduct 
of  affairs.  In  the  general  case,  the  advice  is  uniformly  accepted,  as 
the  first  condition  of  the  adviser  continuing  in  office.’  .  .  .  ‘  The 
exceptional  advice  implied  seems  to  be  of  the  nature  of  opinion  or 
suggestions,  to  which  weight  may  be  attached  as  coming  from  per¬ 
sons  “  responsible  to  the  colony  for  the  proper  administration  of 
justice  and  the  prevention  of  crime,”  but  which,  in  any  case  or  in 
every  case,  may  be  partially  or  wholly  disregarded.’  p 

In  reply  to  this  memorandum,  Governor  Robinson  observes  that 
‘  under  a  constitutional  form  of  government,  the  Crown  is  supposed 
to  accept  or  reject  the  advice  of  responsible  ministers.’  As  governor, 
he  has  an  ‘  undoubted  right  ’  to  reject  such  advice — if  he  is  prepared 
to  accept  the  consequences.  But,  practically,  he  would  never  do 
so,  except  in  casfes  which  he  considered  to  involve  ‘  such  a  gross 
abuse  of  the  prerogative  that  both  the  secretary  of  state  and  local 
public  opinion  would  be  likely  to  support  him  in  the  adoption  of 
extreme  measures.’ 

‘In  all  ordinary  cases,  therefore,  in  which  neither  imperial 
interests  or  policy  were  involved,  the  governor,  whatever  his  own 
private  opinion  might  be,’  was  prepared  to  accept  the  advice  of  the 
minister  specially  responsible  to  the  colony  for  the  administration  of 
justice.  He  entirely  concurred  with  Mr.  Parkes,  ‘that  the  respon¬ 
sibility  for  the  exercise  here  of  the  Queen’s  prerogative  of  pardon 
must  either,  as  heretofore,  rest  solely  with  the  governor,  or  it  must 
be  transferred  to  a  minister,  who  will  be  subject  in  this,  as  in  the 
discharge  of  other  administrative  functions,  only  to  those  checks 
which  the  Constitution  imposes  on  every  servant  of  the  Crown  who 
is  at  the  same  time  responsible  to  parliament.’  He  therefore  ex¬ 
pressed  his  desire  ‘  that,  for  the  future,  all  applications  for  mitiga¬ 
tion  of  sentences  should  be  submitted  to  me,  through  the  interven¬ 
tion  of  a  responsible  minister,  whose  opinion  and  advice  as  regards 
each  case  should  be  specified  in  writing  upon  the  papers.’  <i 


Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  p.  638.  the  present  reign,  see  Martin,  Life 
Mr.  Parkes  might  have  said  the  of  the  Prince  Consort,  v.  1,  p.  141. 
same  of  the  reign  of  George  IV.  p  Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  p.  638. 

See  Colchester  Diary,  v.  3,  p.  297.  i  lb.  p.  640. 
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Ministers  agreed  in  these  conclusions  ;  and  a  minute  of  council 
was  passed,  dated  June  2,  1874,  in  conformity  with  the  plan  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  governor. 

In  reporting  this  decision  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies  (Lord  Carnarvon),  for  his  approval,  Governor  Robinson 
states  :  ‘  This  is  simply  the  mode  in  which  all  the  ordinary  business 
of  government  is  conducted  ;  and  I  could  see  no  sufficient  reason  for 
making  any  distinction  in  these  cases.’  ‘  It  appears  to  me,  too,  that 
the  plan  determined  on  meets  all  the  requirements  specified  in 
Lord  Granville  s  and  Lord  Kimberley’s  despatches  on  this  subject. 
The  papers,  in  ev  ery  case,  will  be  laid  before  the  governor  for  his 
decision.  He  will  thus  have  an  opportunity  of  considering  whether 
any  Imperial  interest  or  policy  is  involved,  or  whether  his  personal 
intervention  is  called  for  on  any  other  grounds.’  If  there  should  be 
no  such  necessity,  he  would  of  course  give  effect  to  the  advice  of  his 
responsible  minister  upon  the  case. 

Adverting  to  the  possible  difference  of  opinion  upon  such  a 
question  between  the  governor  and  his  advisers — and  to  Mr. 
Paikess  contention  ‘that  the  refusal  of  the  governor  to  accept 
the  advice  of  the  minister,  in  any  case  of  pardon,  would  necessarily 
involve  his  resignation  ’—Governor  Robinson  remarks  that  this 
argument  is,  in  his  opinion,  pushed  too  far.  ‘  Of  course,  theo¬ 
retically,  such  a  view  is  correct  \  but  I  need  scarcely  point  out  that, 
m  the  practical  transaction  of  business,  ministers  do  not  tender 
their  resignations  upon  every  trivial  difference  of  opinion  between 
themselves  and  the  governor.’ r 

Lord  Carnarvon,  in  three  separate  despatches  to  Governor  Robin¬ 
son,  severally  dated  Oct.  7,  1874,  expresses  his  approval  of  the  fore¬ 
going  arrangements,  which  are  essentially  identical  with  the  prac¬ 
tice  established,  in  similar  cases,  in  all  other  Australian  colonies, 
and  with  the  views  of  her  Majesty’s  government.  But,  ‘as  Mr. 
Parkes  correctly  observes,  the  minister  in  a  colony  cannot  be 
looked  upon  as  occupying  the  same  position,  in  regard  of  the  Queen’s 
prerogative  of  pardon,  as  the  home  secretary  in  this  country.  The 
governor,  like  the  home  secretary,  is  personally  selected  by  the  sove¬ 
reign  as  the  depository  of  this  prerogative,  which  is  not  alienated 
from  the  Crown  by  any  general  delegation,  but  only  confided  as  a 
matter  of  high  trust  to  those  individuals  whom  the  Crown  commis¬ 
sions  for  the  purpose.  Actually,  therefore,  as  well  as  formally,  the 
governor  will  continue  to  be,  as  he  has  hitherto  been,  in  New  South 
Males  and  in  other  colonies,  the  person  ultimately  responsible  for 
the  exercise  of  the  prerogative.  But  this  is  quite  consistent  with 
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the  further  duty,  expressly  imposed  upon  him,  of  consulting  his 
ministers  or  minister,  before  he  acts.’ 

In  proof  of  the  necessity  for  reserving  to  the  governor  the  final 
decision  upon  questions  that  might  involve  consequences  too  mo¬ 
mentous  for  the  determination  of  the  ministers  of  any  one  colony, 
however  large  and  important,  Lord  Carnarvon  points  out  that  ‘  the 
effect  upon  neighbouring  colonies,  the  empire  generally,  or  foreign 
counti’ies,  of  letting  loose  a  highly  criminal  or  dangerous  felon  to 
reside  in  any  part  of  the  world,  except  only  that  principally  con¬ 
cerned  to  take  charge  of  him,  was  a  step  which  might  clearly  and 
not  unreasonably  give  rise  to  complaints  from  without  the  colony  ; 
nor  could  the  recommendation  of  a  colonial  ministry,  in  favour  of 
such  a  course,  be  of  itself  a  sufficient  justification  of  it.’  Moreover, 
to  release  a  felon  upon  any  such  condition  was  altogether  contrary 
to  the  theory  now  generally  accepted  :  ‘  that  a  community  should 
not  relieve  itself  of  its  worst  criminals,  at  the  expense  of  other 
countries.’  The  local  enactment  which  has  heretofore  authorised 
the  exercise  of  this  right  (11  Vic.  c.  34)  ‘  ought  to  be  considered  as 
virtually  obsolete,’  and  as  an  act  which  ‘  cannot  be  too  soon 
repealed.’ 3 

This  decision  of  the  secretary  of  state,  that,  while  the  governor 
of  a  colony  is  botind  to  consult  his  ministers  upon  all  applications 
connected  with  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of  pardon,  whether 
capital  cases  or  otherwise,  he  remains  ultimately  responsible  for  the 
administration  of  this  prerogative,  was  accepted  in  New  South 
Wales,  as  a  reasonable  and  satisfactory  settlement  of  the  constitu¬ 
tional  question.1 

Meanwhile,  in  the  year  1872,  before  the  change  of  practice  had 
been  adopted  which  relieved  the  governor  of  personal  responsibility 
in  all  ordinary  cases  of  applications  for  pardon,  Governor  Robinson, 
in  his  discretion  and  independent  judgment,  had  seen  fit  to  release 
from  gaol  one  Gardiner,  a  convicted  felon,  on  condition  that  he 
should  leave  the  colony.  Two  years  afterwards  in  June,  1874,  this 
matter  was  brought  before  the  house  of  assembly.  A  motion  was 
made  to  present  an  address  to  the  governor,  disapproving  of 
Gardiner’s  release,  which  was  only  negatived  by  the  casting-vote  of 


s  Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  pp.  of  South  Australia,  in  1877,  and  to 
G7G-G79.  Lord  Carnarvon  after-  the  governor-general  of  Canada  in 
wards  stated  ‘  that  the  colonies  of  1878,  contained  a  clause  forbidding 
New  South  Wales  and  [South]  Aus-  banishment,  as  a  condition  of  pardon, 
tralia  have  expressed  their  willing-  except  in  the  case  of  political 
ness  to  repeal  this  law.’  Hans.  D.  offences. 

v.  223,  p.  1074.  And  the  revised  *  Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  p.  G91. 
instructions  issued  to  the  governor 
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the  speaker.  But  the  question  was  agitated  in  the  country,  and 
numerous  petitions  were  addressed  to  the  governor  on  Gardiner’s 
behalf.  This  led  his  excellency  to  reconsider  the  question.  After 
reviewing  his  former  decision,  and  determining  that  it  ought  not  to 
be  reversed,  he  embodied  his  views  in  a  minute,  which  he  laid,  with 
the  petitions,  before  the  executive  council.  That  body,  having 
examined  the  papers,  were  of  opinion  that  no  grounds  existed  to 
warrant  them  in  advising  the  governor  to  withdraw  the  conditional 
pardon  he  had  given  to  Gardiner.  His  excellency  accordingly 
refused  to  grant  the  prayer  of  the  petitioners. 

In  order  to  allay  the  existing  agitation  in  the  public  mind,  and 
at  the  same  time  to  acquaint  parliament  with  what  had  been  done, 
the  proceedings  of  the  executive  council  in  this  case,  together  with 
the  governor’s  minute  to  council,  were  laid  on  the  table  of  both 
houses  by  ministers,  just  before  the  prorogation,  so  that  the  papers 
might  be  printed  and  circulated  during  the  recess. 

When  parliament  re-assembled,  this  act  of  laying  on  the  table 
the  governor’s  minute  was  taken  exception  to  in  the  assembly,  and 
an  address  to  the  governor,  condemnatory  of  that  proceeding,  as 
well  as  of  the  tenor  of  the  document  itself,  was  moved  and  defeated 
(again)  by  the  speaker’s  casting-vote.  But  during  the  debate  the 
governor  was  charged,  by  different  members,  with  having  ‘  insulted 
and  degraded  the  house  by  unconstitutional  interference  and 
criticism.’ 11  Shortly  afterwards,  parliament  was  dissolved.  In  the 
new  assembly  the  attack  was  renewed,  under  circumstances  which 
have  been  already  explained  in  a  previous  chapters 

These  repeated  and  not  altogether  unsuccessful  attempts  to 
render  the  governor  directly  amenable  to  the  house  of  assembly,  for 
acts  performed  by  him  upon  his  personal  responsibility  as  an 
Imperial  officer,  were  reported  by  him  to  the  secretary  of  state,  in  a 
despatch  dated  Nov.  30,  1874.  While  these  attempts  had  hitherto 
been  defeated,  the  governor’s  actions  had  been  exposed  to  parlia¬ 
mentary  criticism,  through,  as  his  excellency  remarked,  ‘  my  having 
had  imposed  on  me,  personally,  as  her  Majesty’s  representative, 
administrative  functions,  independent  of  my  responsible  advisers. 
There  are,  of  course,  political  duties  which  the  governor,  as  holding 
the  balance  between  contending  parties,  must  always,  necessarily, 
perform  upon  his  own  independent  judgment,  such,  for  example,  as 
the  refusal  or  acceptance  of  the  resignation  of  the  ministry  ■,  the 
selection  of  a  new  premier ;  and  the  granting  or  refusal  of  a  dissolu¬ 
tion,  when  asked  for.  But  the  late  discussions  in  parliament  have, 
I  think,  clearly  shown  that  no  possible  advantage  which  can  be 
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gained  by  requiring  the  governor  personally  to  take  the  initiative  in 
ordinary  administrative  acts  can  compensate  for  the  animadversions 
to  which  his  proceedings  must,  in  such  case,  be  exposed  in  the 
popular  branch  of  the  legislature.’ 

‘  There  is  only  one  way,’  his  excellency  adds,  1  in  which  the 
governor’s  action  can  be  kept  out  of  the  heated  atmosphere  of 
parliamentary  discussions,  and  that  is  by  relieving  him,  as  far  as 
possible,  from  the  duty  of  taking  the  initiative  in  the  transaction  of 
administrative  business.  His  action,  as  regards  such  details,  should, 
I  think,  be  limited  to  accepting  or  rejecting  the  advice  of  his 
ministers.  The  importance  of  maintaining  this  principle  appears  to 
have  been  l’ecognised  and  acted  upon  to  a  greater  extent  in  the 
neighbouring  colonies  than  it  has  been  in  New  South  Wales.’  w 

In  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  this  despatch,  the  secretary  of 
state  accepted,  without  hesitation,  the  governor’s  explanation  of  his 
conduct,  to  which  exception  had  been  taken  in  the  house  of  assembly, 
and  stated  that  he  should  present  all  the  papers  on  the  subject  to 
the  Imperial  parliament.*  After  they  were  so  submitted,  a  debate 
arose  upon  the  general  question  in  the  House  of  Lords,  wherein  a 
decided  concurrence  of  opinion  was  expressed  in  favour  of  maintain¬ 
ing  the  ministerial  doctrine,  as  to  the  right  and  duty  of  the  governor 
to  exercise  a  final  and  independent  judgment,  as  an  Imperial  officer, 
upon  all  questions  arising  out  of  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of 
mercy  ;  but  only  after  he  had  fully  and  freely  considered  the  advice 
of  his  ministers  upon  each  particular  case.^ 

In  1877,  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of  mercy  by  the  governor 
of  Tasmania,  on  behalf  of  a  convict  named  Louisa  Hunt,  upon  the 
advice  of  his  ministers,  and  in  accordance  with  the  revised  instruc¬ 
tions  issued  by  her  Majesty’s  colonial  secretary,  was  censured  by 
both  houses  of  the  local  parliament.  Papers  on  the  subject  were 
presented  to  the  parliament  in  answer  to  addresses.  Whereupon,  in 
each  chamber,  it  was  resolved  that  ‘  the  advice  tendered  by  his 
ministers  to  his  excellency,  and  which  led  to  the  release  of  the 
prisoner  Louisa  Hunt,  was  improper,  and  such  as  to  tend  to  subvert 
the  administration  of  justice.’  The  cabinet,  however,  did  not  make 
this  ‘  a  ministerial  question.’  They  did  not  dispute  the  competency 
of  the  houses  to  pronounce  upon  their  conduct  in  the  matter,  and 
they  accepted  the  censure  ;  but  did  not,  on  that  account,  resign 
office.  The  ministry  was  weak  in  parliamentary  support,  and  it  fell 
shortly  afterwards,  because  of  the  rejection  by  the  assembly  of  their 
financial  policy.  But  ministers  did  not  consider  that  the  disapproval 


w  Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  pp. 
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by  the  houses  of  the  advice  they  had  given  upon  a  question  the  final 
disposal  of  which  was  vested  in  the  governor,  necessitated  their 
resignation  of  office.2  The  ‘  Hunt  case  *  gave  rise  to  a  sharp  and 
acrimonious  correspondence  between  the  governor  and  the  chief- 
justice  of  the  colony,  copies  of  which  were  transmitted  to  her 
Majesty  s  secretary  of  state,  and  elicited  a  rebuke  from  that  officer 
to  both  parties  in  the  controversy.51 

In  1883,  the  governor  of  Tasmania  (Sir  G.  C.  Strahan),  in  reply 
to  an  address  from  the  legislative  council,  for  papers  in  reference  to 
the  remission  of  the  death  sentence  passed  on  one  James  Connolly, 
stated  ‘  that  as  a  general  rule  it  is  inexpedient  to  make  public  the 
opinions  of  members  of  the  executive  council,’  which  are  given  under 
an  oath  of  secrecy  ;  but  that  by  advice  of  his  ministers  he  complied 
with  the  present  request.13  The  governor  appears  to  have  overlooked 
the  fact  that  this  request  was  made  in  accordance  with  parliamen¬ 
tary  usage  and  ministerial  responsibility,  as  the  previous  cases  cited 
in  this  section  have  shown. 

There  is  another  question  of  considerable  interest 
and  importance,  in  connection  with  the  administration 
of  the  prerogative  of  mercy  which  should  be  noticed  : 
it  is  in  regard  to  the  right  of  a  governor  to  issue  a 
proclamation  of  general  amnesty  to  political  offenders. 

In  the  circular  despatch  addressed  by  the  Earl  of 
Kimberley  to  colonial  governors  on  Nov.  1,  1871,  which 
treats  of  the  powers  vested  in  the  governor  of  a  colony 
to  grant  pardons,  it  is  intimated  that,  inasmuch  as  in 
England  a  pardon  is  not  granted  before  the  trial  of  an 
offender,  so,  with  respect  to  4  the  promise  of  pardon  to 
political  offenders  or  enemies  of  the  state,  her  Majesty’s 
government  are  of  opinion  that,  for  various  reasons,  it 
would  not  be  expedient  to  insert  the  power  of  granting 
such  pardons  in  the  governors’  commissions ;  nor  do 
they  consider  that  there  is  any  practical  necessity  for 
a  change.  If  a  governor  is  authorised  by  her  Majesty’s 
government  to  proclaim  a  pardon  to  certain  political 
offenders  or  rebels,  he  can  do  so.  If  he  is  not  in- 


z  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  3  lb.  1878-79,  No.  118. 
1878,  App.  Nos.  35,  36.  b  lb.  Aug.  28,  1883. 
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tions  of 1 a"  striIc^e^  from  home  to  grant  a  pardon,  lie  can  issue  a 
amnesty,  proclamation,  as  was  done  in  New  Zealand  in  1865,  by 
bir  G.  Grey,  to  the  effect  that  all  who  had  borne  arms 
against  the  Queen  should  never  be  prosecuted  for  past 
offences,  except  in  certain  cases  of  murder.  Such  a 
proclamation  would  practically  have  the  same  effect  as 
a  pardon.’ c 

The  issue  of  a  proclamation  of  amnesty  or  oblivion 
foi  past  offences  against  the  Grown  and  government 
of  the  realm  is  within  the  undoubted  prerogative  of 
the  Crown  ;  and  an  amnesty  or  pardon  may  thus  be 
granted  by  the  sovereign  either  before  or  after  attainder 
oi  conviction  ;d  and  also  by  a  colonial  governor,  acting 
under  instructions  from  the  Crown.® 

Proclamations  of  amnesty  were  issued  by  Lord  Durham,  gover- 
noi  -geneial  of  Canada,  in  1838  •  by  Sir  George  Grey,  governor  of 
New  Zealand,  in  1865  ;  by  Sir  G.  F,  Bowen,  governor  of  New  Zea- 
land,  m  1871  ;  and  by  Lord  Dufferin,  governor-general  of  Canada, 
in  1875. f  This  proclamation  granted  a  full  amnesty  to  all  persons 
concerned  in  the  first  insurrection  in  the  North-west,  in  1869  and 
1870,  excepting  that  the  amnesty  to  Louis  Riel  and  Ambroise 
Lepine  was  made  conditional  on  five  years’  banishment  from  her 
Majesty  s  dominions  ;  and  that  W.  B.  O’Donohue  was  not  included 
m  the  grant  of  amnesty.  But  on  Nov.  22,  1877,  Lord  Dufferin  ap¬ 
proved  of  a  recommendation  from  his  ministers  in  council  that  a 
pardon,  conditional  on  five  years’  banishment,  from  April  23,  1875 
should  be  granted  to  O’Donohue,  s  And  after  the  second  insurrec¬ 
tion  in  the  North-west,  in  1885,  Lord  Lansdowne  issued  a  proclama¬ 
tion  of  amnesty  to  all  concerned,  saving  those  undergoing  sentence, 
and  any  who  had  committed  homicide  not  in  actual  warfare.11 


fawln1  In  UPPer  Canada,  after  the  insurrection  of  1837,  the 
upper  provincial  parliament  passed  an  act  to  empower  the 

lieutenant-governor,  upon  the  petition  of  any  person 


o  J.-JU  U>f  IlUlti  ,  o  insti.  loiO. 

2o3.  Bishop,  Criminal  Law,  c.  59,  B  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1878,  No 
on  1  Pardon.’  55_  L  ’ 

e  Forsyth,  Constitutional  Law,  ^  h  Canada  Off.  Gaz.  July  17, 


p.  113. 


1886,  p.  68. 
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charged  with  high  treason  before  his  arraignment,  pray-  Proclaim¬ 
ing  for  a  pardon,  to  grant  him  (by  and  with  the  advice  ^eS°ty 
of  the  executive  council)  a  conditional  pardon ;  which  ° 
should  nevertheless  have  the  effect  of  an  attainder  for 
high  treason,  so  far  as  concerned  the  forfeiture  of  his 
property.1 

A  despatch  from  Lieut. -Governor  Arthur  of  Aug.  29,  1838,  in 
relation  to  this  statute,  is  specially  noteworthy  as  commenting  upon 
the  apparently  conflicting  claims  of  the  governor-general  of  Canada 
and  the  lieutenant-governor  of  Upper  Canada  to  the  exercise  of  the 
prerogative  of  mercy,  under  their  several  commissions  from  the 
Crown  and  instructions  from  the  secretary  of  stated  Since  con¬ 
federation,  the  administration  of  this  prerogative  has  been  with¬ 
drawn  from  the  lieutenant-governors  of  the  Canadian  provinces,  and 
vested  solely  in  the  governor-general  of  the  dominion. k 

In  New  Zealand,  by  the  local  act  of  1882,  the  governor  in 
council  was  empowered  to  proclaim  an  amnesty  for  all  offences  com¬ 
mitted  by  Maoris,  in  any  past  insurrection  •  and  to  except  any 
persons  or  offences  from  the  benefit  of  the  same. 1  But  the  amnesty 
afterwards  proclaimed  by  Governor  Jervois,  in  February  1883,  was 
full  and  complete,  and  no  Maori  was  excluded  from  it.m 


A\  e  must  now  revert  to  the  general  question  as  to 
the  constitutional  method  of  exercising  the  prerogative 
of  mercy  in  a  British  colony,  for  the  purpose  of  point¬ 
ing  out  the  special  instructions  which  have  been  given 
to  the  governor-general  of  the  dominion  of  Canada  on 
this  subject. 

Prior  to  the  confederation  of  the  British  North  ns  exer. 
American  provinces  in  1867,  and  up  to  the  time  of  the 
appointment  of  the  Marquis  of  Borne  to  be  governor- 
general  in  1878,  the  instructions  to  the  governors-gene- 
ral  of  Canada  were  identical  with  those  given  to  other 


1  U.  C.  Stat.  1  Vic.  c.  10. 

J  U.  C.  Assem.  Jour.  1839,  App. 
v.  2,  part  2,  p.  625. 

k  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1869,  No. 

16. 


1  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1883,  A. 
1,  p.  4 ;  Piusden,  Hist,  of  N.  Zealand, 
v.  8,  p.  470  ;  also  N.  Zealand  West 
Coast  Peace  Preservation  Act,  1882. 
m  lb.  A.  8. 
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colonial  governors.  By  virtue  of  these  instructions, 
the  governor  was  understood  to  be  bound  to  consult 
his  ministers  in  all  cases  of  application  for  the  mitiga¬ 
tion  or  remission  of  sentences,  but  he  remained  at 
liberty  to  disregard  their  advice  and  to  exercise  the 
royal  prerogative  according  to  his  own  judgment  and 
upon  his  own  personal  responsibility  as  an  Imperial 
officer. 

Thus,  in  September,  1861,  the  governor-general,  Sir 
Edmund  Head,  after  fully  considering  in  council  the 
case  of  one  Patterson,  convicted  of  murder  and  sen¬ 
tenced  to  death,  resolved  to  grant  him  a  reprieve, 
notwithstanding  that  the  attorney-general  and  other 
members  of  the  executive  council  were  adverse  to  the 
commutation  of  the  sentence  and  in  favour  of  permitting 
the  law  to  take  its  course.  The  reasons  which  actuated 
the  governor  in  this  decision  were  duly  recorded  in  the 
minutes  of  council.11 

Again,  on  Jan.  15,  1875,  the  Earl  of  Hufferin, 
governor-general,  informed  the  dominion  minister  of 
justice  that,  after  a  4  full  and  anxious  consideration  ’ 
of  the  evidence  and  other  papers  concerning  the  trial 
of  Ambroise  Lepine  for  the  murder  of  Thomas  Scott,  he 
had  decided  to  commute  the  capital  sentence  passed 
upon  Lepine  to  two  years’  imprisonment,  together  with 
the  permanent  forfeiture  of  his  political  rights.  In 
dealing  with  this  case  ‘according  to  his  independent 
judgment  and  on  his  own  personal  responsibility,’  the 
governor  reported  his  reasons  for  the  same  to  her 
Majesty’s  secretary  of  state.0  Although  there  appears 
to  have  been  no  formal  record  in  a  minute  of  council 
of  this  proceeding,  ‘  full  and  ample  communications  ’ 
passed  between  the  governor-general  and  his  ministers 

n  See  the  Quebec  Morning  No.  17. 

Chronicle,  Sept.  7,  1801.  And  see  °  Can.  Gaz.  extra,  Jan.  19, 1875. 
Canada  Assem.  Jour.  1858,  App. 
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on  this  subject,  and  his  conduct  was  entirely  approved 
by  the  Imperial  governments 

In  November  1875,  the  correspondence  before  cited 
between  the  colonial  secretary  and  the  governor  of  New 
South  Wales,  in  reference  to  the  exercise  of  the  preroga¬ 
tive  of  mercy,  was  transmitted  to  the  governor-general 
of  Canada  and  laid  before  the  Canadian  parliaments 
This  official  communication  led  to  a  careful  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  question  by  the  dominion  minister  of  justice 
(Mr.  Blake) ;  and  the  expediency  of  some  further  altera¬ 
tion  of  the  terms  of  the  governor’s  commission,  and  of 
the  royal  instructions  applicable  to  the  administration 
of  this  prerogative,  was  one  of  the  matters  of  public 
interest  and  importance  upon  which  Mr.  Blake  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  England  in  June  1876,  at  the  request  of  Lord 
Carnarvon,  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  personal  con¬ 
ference  with  her  Majesty’s  ministers/ 

At  this  conference  Mr.  Blake  submitted  various 
reasons,  resulting  from  the  growing  importance  of  the 
dominion  of  Canaxla  and  its  relation  as  a  self-Hovern- 
ing  community  to  the  mother  country,  which,  he 
contended,  would  justify  the  allowance  of  a  larger 
discretion  in  the  determination  of  cases  by  the  pre¬ 
rogative  of  pardon  in  Canada  than  would  be  suitable 
in  Australia  or  elsewhere.  He  was  of  opinion  that 
this  prerogative  should  be  exercised  in  Canada,  as  a 
general  rule,  precisely  as  it  is  administered  in  England ; 
namely,  pursuant  to  the  advice  of  the  dominion  minis¬ 
ters  as  well  in  capital  as  in  non-capital  cases.  Mr. 
Blake  admitted  the  difficulty,  if  not  the  impossibility, 
of  formulating  a  special  rule  on  the  subject,  because 
cases  might  occur  which  would  involve  Imperial  as  well 
as  Canadian  interests.  Such  cases,  however,  would  be 


p  Hans.  D.  v.  228,  p.  1075  ;  Can.  q  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1876,  No.  116. 
Sess.  Pap.  1875,  No.  11.  r  See  ante,  pp.  110-112. 
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rare  and  exceptional,  and  might  be  disposed  of  as 
they  arose  by  mutual  adjustment,  in  which  due  regard 
should  be  had  to  the  constitutional  powers  and  relations 
of  the  Crown,  the  governor-general,  and  the  Canadian 
privy  council. 

These  suggestions  were  frankly  accepted  by  the 
colonial  secretary,  and  he  expressed  his  readiness  to 
advise  an  amendment  of  the  governor-general’s  com¬ 
mission  and  instructions  in  general  agreement  with  Mr. 
Blake’s  proposals.8 

After  Mr.  Blake’s  return  to  Canada,  further  corre¬ 
spondence  ensued  between  the  Imperial  and  dominion 
governments  upon  this  subject.  Drafts  of  the  proposed 
alterations  in  the  commission  and  instructions  were 
considered  and  agreed  upon  between  the  ministers  of 
the  Crown  in  Canada  and  the  home  government.  It 
was  decided,  however,  to  await  the  appointment  of  a 
new  governor-general  before  giving  full  effect  to  the 
intended  changes. 

Upon  the  expiration  of  Lord  Dufferin’s  term  of 
service,  he  was  replaced  by  the  Marquis  of  Lome. 
The  new  commission  and  instructions  issued  upon  this 
occasion  were  framed  in  accordance  with  the  condi¬ 
tions  agreed  upon  between  the  dominion  and  Imperial 
governments.  As  regards  the  prerogative  of  pardon, 
the  directions  therein  contained  do  not  materially  differ 
from  those  embodied  in  the  revised  letters  patent  issued 
in  1877,  on  behalf  of  South  Australia,  and  which  have 
been  already  noticed.*  The  variations,  however,  in  Lord 
Lome’s  commission  and  instructions  —  coupled  with 
the  assent  expressed  by  her  Majesty’s  government  to 
the  proposition  that,  in  all  cases  of  a  merely  local 
nature,  the  advice  ol  the  Canadian  ministers  in  respect 
to  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of  pardon,  should 


s  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  13. 


*  See  ante,  p.  114. 
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not  only  be  taken,  but  should  prevail  —  suffice  to  Preroga- 
extend  to  the  Canadian  government,  upon  such  ques-  ^Soy. 
tions,  the  same  freedom  of  action  as  in  all  other 
matters  which  concern  solely  the  internal  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  affairs  of  the  dominion." 

The  new  letters  patent  constituting  the  office  of 
governor-general  of  Canada  contain  no  reference  to 
the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of  pardon ;  but  the 
accompanying  draft  of  instructions  includes  the  direc¬ 
tions  heretofore  distributed  between  the  commission 
and  instructions,  in  the  following-  terms  : — 

We  do  further  authorise  and  empower  our  said  governor- 
general,  as  he  shall  see  occasion,  in  our  name  and  on  our  behalf, 
when  any  crime  has  been  committed  [for  which  the  offender  may  be 
tried  within  our  said  dominion'],  to  grant  a  pardon  to  any  accom¬ 
plice,  not  being  the  actual  perpetrator  of  such  crime,  who  shall  give 
such  information  as  shall  lead  to  the  conviction  of  the  principal 
offender  ;  and,  further,  to  grant  to  any  offender  convicted  of  any 
crime  in  any  court,  or  before  any  judge,  justice,  or  magistrate,  with¬ 
in  our  said  dominion,  a  pardon,  either  free  or  subject  to  lawful  con¬ 
ditions,  or  any  respite  of  the  execution  of  the  sentence  of  any  such 
offender,  for  such  period  as  to  our  said  governor-general  may  seem 
fit,  and  to  remit  any  fines,  penalties,  or  forfeitures  which  may 
become  due  and  payable  to  us.  Provided  always,  that  our  said 
governor-general  shall  not  in  any  case,  except  where  the  offence 
has  been  of  a  political  nature,  make  it  a  condition  of  any  pardon  or 
remission  of  sentence  that  the  offender  shall  be  banished  from,  or 
shall  absent  himself  from,  our  said  dominions  And  we  do  hereby 


u  See  the  correspondence  be¬ 
tween  the  government  of  Canada 
and  the  government  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  upon  the  subject  of  the 
Royal  Instructions,  prior  to  Oct.  5, 
1S78.  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1879,  No. 
181. 

v  Heretofore,  in  lieu  of  the  words 
in  brackets,  the  instructions  had  said 
‘  within  our  said  colony,’  or  ‘  do¬ 
minion.’  But,  by  the  change  in¬ 
troduced  in  the  revised  instructions, 
the  power  to  grant  a  pardon  to  ac¬ 
complices  is  extended  to  cases  where 
the  crime  has  been  committed  out¬ 


side  of  the  limits  of  the  dominion, 
but  for  which  the  offender  may  be 
tried  therein.  This  alteration  was 
suggested  by  Mr.  Blake,  in  1870. 
See  his  Report  to  the  Canadian  Privy 
Council,  p.  4. 

w  This  clause  does  not  appear 
in  earlier  instructions ;  but  it  was 
deemed  by  the  secretary  of  state  to 
be  obviously  wrong  to  thrust  upon 
other  communities  a  criminal  who 
was  regarded  as  unfit  to  remain  at 
large  in  his  own  country.  (See  ante, 
p.  356.)  In  this  opinion  Mr.  Blake 
fully  concurred,  while  he  suggested 
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direct  and  enjoin  that  our  said  governor-general  shall  not  pardon 
or  reprieve  any  such  offender  without  first  receiving,  in  capital  cases, 
the  advice  of  the  privy  council  for  our  said  dominion,  and  in  other 
cases  the  advice  of  one  at  least  of  his  ministers, x  and  in  any  case  in 
which  such  pardon  or  reprieve  might  directly  affect  the  interests  of 
the  empire,  or  of  any  country  or  place  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  government  of  our  said  dominion,  our  said  governor-general 
shall,  before  deciding  as  to  either  pardon  or  reprieve,  take  those 
interests  specially  into  his  own  personal  consideration,  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  such  advice  as  aforesaid.^ 

By  this  last  section,  the  independent  judgment  and 
personal  responsibility  of  the  governor-general  of 
Canada,  as  an  Imperial  officer,  are  relied  upon  to 
decide  finally,  after  consultation  with  his  ministers,  in 
all  cases  of  Imperial  interest,  or  which  might  directly 
affect  any  country  or  place  outside  of  Canada ;  while 
he  is  at  liberty  to  defer  to  the  judgment  of  his  ministers 
in  all  cases  of  merely  local  concern. 

In  any  case  where  the  governor- general  is  authorised 
to  act  independently  of  his  ministers,  he  may,  if  he 
thinks  fit,  remit  the  matter  to  the  consideration  of  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  the  opinion  of  her  Majesty’s  government 
thereon.  This  was  done  in  1877,  by  decision  of  ‘the 
governor  in  council,’  in  the  case  of  Peter  Martin.2 

The  Ontario  legislature  likewise  claims,  by  statutory 


‘  that  it  may  be  just  and  convenient 
that  the  restriction  should  not  be 
applicable  to  the  cases  of  political 
criminals,  to  whose  offences  as  a  rule 
the  considerations  which  make  such 
a  condition  obnoxious  hardly  apply, 
while  public  convenience  and  the 
tranquillity  of  the  country  may  oc¬ 
casionally  be  best  consulted  by  so 
disposing  of  them.’  (Report  in  1876, 
p.  5.)  The  colonial  secretary  ap¬ 
proved  of  this  exception.  See  the 
correspondence  laid  before  the  do¬ 
minion  parliament  in  1879. 

x  In  practice,  this  minister  is 


imderstood  to  be  the  minister  of 
justice  ;  but  for  obvious  reasons  the 
limitation  to  any  particular  minister 
is  not  insisted  upon.  See  the  corre¬ 
spondence  above  referred  to. 

y  For  the  Marquis  of  Lome’s 
commission  and  instructions,  see 
Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1879,  No.  14. 

z  Confidential  report  of  the  do¬ 
minion  minister  of  justice  (Mr. 
Blake),  dated  March  5,  1877,  in  cor¬ 
respondence  concerning  the  royal 
instructions.  Canada  Sess.  Pap. 
1879,  No.  181. 
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enactment  of  1888,  the  inherent  right  in  the  office  of 
lieutenant-governor  of  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of 
commuting  and  remitting  sentences  for  offences  against 
the  laws  of  the  province,  over  which  the  legislative 
authority  of  the  province  has  jurisdiction. 

The  provincial  act  setting  up  this  claim,  51  Vic.  c.  5, 
entitled  ‘  an  act  respecting  the  executive  administration 
of  laws  of  this  province,’  is  as  follows  : — 

Whereas  by  section  65  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867, 
it  was  provided  (among  other  things)  that  all  powers,  authorities 
and  functions  which  under  any  act  of  the  parliament  of  Great 
Britain  or  of  the  parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  or  of  the  legislature  of  Upper  Canada,  Lower 
Canada  or  Canada,  were  before  or  at  the  union  vested  in  or  exer¬ 
cisable  by  the  respective  governors  or  lieutenant-governors  of  those 
provinces  should,  as  far  as  the  same  were  capable  of  being  exercised 
after  the  union  in  relation  to  the  government  of  Ontario  and  Quebec 
respectively,  be  vested  in  and  exercised  by  the  lieutenant-governor 
of  Ontario  and  Quebec  respectively,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  be 
abolished  or  altered  by  the  respective  legislatures  of  Ontario  and 
Quebec,  except  with  respect  to  such  as  existed  under  acts  of  the 
parliament  of  Great  Britain,  or  of  the  parliament  of  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 

And  whereas  by  section  92  of  the  said  act,  it  was  provided  that 
in  each  province  of  the  dominion  of  Canada  the  legislature  may 
exclusively  make  laws  in  relation  to  matters  coming  within  the 
classes  of  subjects  thereinafter  mentioned. 

Therefore  her  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  legislative  assembly  of  the  province  of  Ontario,  enacts  as 
follows  : — 

1.  In  matters  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  legislature  of  the 
province,  all  powers,  authorities  and  functions  which,  in  respect  of 
like  matters,  were  vested  in  or  exercisable  by  the  governors  or 
lieutenant-governors  of  the  several  provinces,  now  forming  part  of 
the  dominion  of  Canada  or  any  of  the  said  provinces,  under  com¬ 
missions,  instructions  or  otherwise  at  or  before  the  passing  of  the 
said  act  are,  and  shall  be  (so  far  as  this  legislature  has  power  thus 
to  enact)  vested  in  and  exercisable  by  the  lieutenant-governor  or 
administrator  for  the  time  being  of  this  province,  in  the  name  of 
her  Majesty  or  otherwise  as  the  case  may  require  ;  subject  always 
to  the  royal  prerogative  as  heretofore. 

2.  The  preceding  section  shall  be  deemed  to  include  the  power 
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Provincial  of  commuting  and  remitting  sentences  for  offences  against  the  laws 
executive  0f  this  province,  or  offences  over  which  the  legislative  authority  of 
case61  the  province  extends. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  be  construed  to  imply 
that  the  lieutenant-governor  or  administrator  has  not  had  hereto¬ 
fore  the  powers,  authorities  and  functions  in  the  preceding  two 
sections  mentioned. 

Reference  as  to  the  validity  of  the  act  was  made 
to  the  high  court  of  justice  for  the  province  of  Ontario 
by  agreement  of  the  federal  and  local  governments. a 

It  was  contended  from  the  federal  point  of  view  that  the  act  in 
question  purports  to  confer  upon  the  lieutenant-governor  powers 
beyond  those  established  by  the  British  North  America  Act,  and 
beyond  those  which  it  is  within  the  scope  of  the  legislative  assembly 
to  confer,  according  to  the  limitation  imposed  on  the  legislature 
through  the  92nd  section  of  the  B.N.A.  Act,  regarding  the  office  of 
lieutenant-governor.  Also  by  its  intent  it  declared  the  meaning  of, 
or  designed  to  amend  the  B.N.A.  Act  by  its  provisions,  which  was 
not  within  the  competence  of  the  legislature  to  do.  That  the  power 
of  commuting  and  remitting  sentences  is  a  prerogative  right  of  the 
Crown  exercisable  by  the  governor-general  as  directly  representing 
the  Queen,  over  which  local  legislatures  have  no  jurisdiction.  That 
the  exercise  of  royal  clemency  is  a  matter  of  procedure  ;  and  that 
the  2nd  section  of  the  act  extends  to  offences  that  are  only  offences 
under  dominion  acts. 

On  behalf  of  the  provincial  government,  it  was  argued  by  the 
eminent  counsel, b  that  the  act  being  of  a  declaratory  nature,  and 
enacting  only  in  its  provisions  in  matters  purely  provincial,  at¬ 
tempted  nothing  beyond  the  powers  of  the  legislature.  That  the 
prerogative  of  pardon  is  divisible  and  passes  by  right  direct  from 
the  Crown  to  the  governor-general,  or  to  the  lieutenant-governor, 
as  the  case  may  be,  but  not  through  the  former  ;  in  order  to  render 
the  constitution  of  each  government  complete  and  symmetrical  in 
its  working.  That  the  legislative  and  executive  powers  conceded, 
and  existing  in  the  provinces  prior  to  confederation,  were  divided  ; 
some  assigned  to  the  dominion  and  others  to  the  provinces  ;  that 
the  B.N.A.  Act  did  not  deprive  the  provincial  legislatures  of  any  of 


Att.-Gen.  for  Canada  v.  Att.-  gument  is  published  in  extenso  in 
Gen.  of  Ontario,  20  Ont.  Rep.  p.  pamphlet  form,  entitled  ‘The  Ex- 
223  ;  19  Ont.  App.  p.  31.  ecutive  Power  Case.’  8vo.  Toronto 

b  Hon.  Edward  Blake,  M.P.  for  1892.  ’ 

South  Longford,  Ireland.  The  ar- 
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the  powers  of  local  self-government  inherent  in  them,  but  on  the 
contrary  rather  increased  them,  separating  between  the  central  and 
local  institutions  executive  powers,  each  of  the  same  quality  though 
not  of  the  same  extent ;  so  that  local  legislatures  are  in  no  sense 
delegates  of  or  acting  under  any  mandate  from  the  Imperial  or 
dominion  parliament.  That  in  the  clause  in  the  B.N.A.  Act,  ‘  the 
executive  government  and  authority  of  and  over  Canada  is  hereby 
declared  to  continue  and  be  vested  in  the  Queen,’  the  use  of  the 
word  Canada  being  wide  enough  to  apply  to  the  executive  of  the 
province  as  well  as  to  that  of  the  federal  government.  That  a  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  exercising  his  deputed  functions  does  so  in  place 
of  a  governor,  not  in  the  name  of  a  governor,  but  in  that  of  the 
Queen,  whose  prerogative  becomes  thus  distributed  that  the  sove¬ 
reign  may  be  represented  in  the  entirety  of  each  constitution.  The 
appointment  of  a  lieutenant-governor  being  under  the  great  seal, 
the  method  of  ratifying  the  sovereign’s  direct  pleasure  and  will, 
thereby  makes  him  a  Queen’s  officer  to  discharge  her  functions. 
That  the  prerogative  of  pardon  not  being  a  personal  act  of  the 
sovereign,  is  exercised  by  the  sovereign,  or  her  representative  with 
responsibility  in  the  community  which  is  affected  by  the  act. 

So  far  the  Ontario  government  has  carried  its  case 
in  the  provincial  courts,  the  high  court  of  justice,  and 
court  of  appeal,  the  act  having  been  declared  intra  vires 
of  the  provincial  legislature ;  it  is  now  (1893)  before 
the  supreme  court  of  Canada  for  argument. 
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CHAPTER  XII. 

IMPERIAL  DOMINION  EXERCISABLE  OVER  SELF-GOVERNING 
COLONIES  :  IN  MILITARY  AND  NAVAL  MATTERS. 

Our  observations  on  this  bead  will  be  suitably  prefaced 
by  tbe  following  extracts  from  the  4  Revised  Regulations 
for  the  Colonial  Service,’  published  in  the  Colonial  Office 
List  for  1892,  pp.  301,  315. 

§  II.  Authority  of  the  governor  in  relation  to  her  Majesty's 

troops. 

10.  The  governor  of  a  colony,  though  bearing  the  title  of  captain- 
general  or  commancter-in-chief,  is  not,  without  special  appointment 
from  her  Majesty,  invested  with  the  command  of  her  Majesty’s 
regular  forces  in  the  colony.  He  is  not,  therefore,  entitled  to 
receive  the  allowances  annexed  to  that  command,  or  to  take  the 
immediate  direction  of  any  military  operations,  or,  except  in  case 
of  urgent  necessity,  to  communicate  officially  with  subordinate 
military  officers,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  officer  in  command 
of  the  forces.  Any  such  exceptional  communication  must  be  imme¬ 
diately  notified  to  that  officer. 

11.  In  the  event  of  the  colony  being  invaded  or  assailed  by  a 
foreign  enemy,  and  becoming  the  scene  of  active  military  operations, 
the  officer  in  command  of  her  Majesty’s  land  forces  assumes  the 
entire  military  authority  over  the  troops. 

11a.  In  the  event  of  armed  insurrection  occurring  within  the 
colony,  or  of  such  general  disturbances  arising  as  to  render  military 
operations  necessary,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  governor  to  de¬ 
termine  the  objects  with  which,  and  the  extent  to  which,  her 
Majesty’s  troops  are  to  be  employed  in  their  suppression.  He  will, 
therefore,  issue  to  the  officer  in  command  of  the  forces  instructions 
as  definite  as  possible  on  these  points.  When  military  operations 
have  been  determined  upon,  and  their  object  and  scope  have  been 
definitely  decided,  the  responsibility  for  all  details  of  their  conduct 
will  rest  solely  with  the  officer  commanding  the  troops. 
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12.  Except  in  the  case  of  invasion  or  assault  by  a  foreign 
enemy,  or  of  the  colony  becoming  the  scene  of  military  operations, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  governor  to  determine  the  objects  with  which 
and  the  extent  to  which  her  Majesty’s  troops  are  to  be  employed. 
He  will,  therefore,  issue  to  the  officer  in  command  of  the  forces 
directions  respecting  their  distribution  and  their  employment  on 
escort  and  other  duties  required  for  the  safety  and  welfare  of  the 
colony. 

12 a.  In  all  the  matters  referred  to  in  the  two  last  preceding 
regulations,  the  governor  will  consult  as  far  as  possible  with  the 
officer  in  command,  and  will  incur  special  responsibility  if  he  shall 
direct  the  troops  to  be  stationed  or  employed  in  a  manner  which 
that  officer  shall  consider  open  to  military  objection. 

13.  The  governor,  as  the  Queen’s  representative,  will  give  the 
‘  word  ’  in  all  places  within  his  government. 

14  On  the  other  hand,  the  officer  in  command  of  the  forces  will 
determine  all  military  details  respecting  the  distribution  and  move¬ 
ment  of  the  troops  and  the  composition  of  the  different  detachments, 
taking  care  that  they  are  in  conformity  with  the  general  directions 
issued  to  him  by  the  governor. 

15.  The  officer  in  command  of  her  Majesty’s  land  forces  is  alone 
charged  with  the  superintendence  of  all  details  connected  with  the 
military  department  in  a  colony,  the  regimental  duty  and  discipline 
of  the  troops,  inspections,  and  summoning  and  holding  courts- 
martial,  garrison  or  regimental,  and  the  granting  leave  of  absence 
to  subordinate  military  officers. 

16.  He  carries  into  execution,  on  his  own  authority,  the  sen¬ 
tences  of  courts-martial,  excepting  sentences  of  death,  which  must 
first  be  approved,  on  behalf  of  the  Queen,  by  the  officer  administer¬ 
ing  the  civil  government. 

©  © 

17.  He  makes  the  officer  administering  the  civil  government 
returns  of  the  state  and  condition  of  the  troops,  of  the  military  de¬ 
partments,  of  the  stores,  magazines,  and  fortifications  within  the 
colony,  and  furnishes  duplicates  of  all  such  returns  of  this  nature  as 
he  may  be  required  or  may  see  occasion  to  send  to  the  military 
authorities  at  home,  or  to  any  officer  under  whose  general  command 
he  is  placed. 

18.  On  the  receipt  of  the  Army  (Annual)  Act,  the  officer  in 
command  of  her  Majesty’s  land  forces  communicates  to  the  civil 
authority  the  ‘  general  orders  ’  in  which  it  may  be  promulgated. 

19.  The  above  regulations  will  hold  good,  though  the  governor 
may  be  a  military  officer  senior  in  rank  to  the  officer  in  command  of 
the  forces. 

20.  If  several  colonies  are  comprised  in  one  military  command, 
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the  officer  in  command  of  the  whole  may  transfer  troops  from  one 
colony  to  another  on  an  application  from  the  governor  of  the  colony 
to  which  the  troops  are  sent,  transmitted  to  him  either  through  the 
governor  of  the  colony  in  which  he  is  serving,  or  through  the  officer 
commanding  the  forces  in  the  colony  for  which  troops  are  required. 
But  the  officer  in  command  must,  in  all  cases,  consult  with  the 
governor  of  the  colony  from  which  the  troops  are  sent,  and  will 
incur  a  special  responsibility  if  he  sends  them  away  without  that 
governor’s  consent. 

21.  For  the  purpose  of  the  eleven  last  preceding  regulations 
colonies  comprised  under  one  government-in-chief  are  to  be  treated 
as  a  single  colony. 


§  III.  Military  correspondence. 

197.  The  governors  of  colonies,  commanding  her  Majesty’s  troops 
therein,  must  separate  their  correspondence  with  the  secretary  of 
state  for  the  colonies,  and  the  secretary  of  state  for  war,  in  the 
following  manner  : — 

198.  Whatever  relates  to  the  discipline  of  the  troops,  or  to  the 
employment  of  them  in  any  ordinary  and  established  service,  or  to 
the  relief  of  the  troops  after  their  time  of  local  service  shall  have 
expired,  or  to  the  inferior  economy  of  her  Majesty’s  land  forces,  will 
properly  form  the  subject  of  correspondence  with  the  secretary  of 
state  for  war  exclusively.a 

199.  In  the  event  of  actual  hostilities  with  any  foreign  enemy, 
or  of  any  extraordinary  employment  of  the  troops  for  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  public  peace,  such  occurrences  must  be  reported  both 
to  the  secretary  of  state  for  war  and  to  the  secretary  of  state  for 
the  colonies. 

200.  In  the  event  of  its  being  thought  necessary  to  make  or  to 
advise  any  military  convention  with  the  officer  in  command  of  the 
troops  of  any  foreign  power,  a  governor  commanding  her  Majesty’s 
troops  will,  at  the  same  time,  report  to  the  secretary  of  state  for 
the  colonies,  and  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  war,  the  measures 
which  he  may  have  so  taken,  or  those  which  he  may  wish  to  recom¬ 
mend  for  adoption. 

201.  In  case  it  should  be  necessary,  in  order  to  render  the 
governor’s  military  reports  intelligible,  to  make  reference,  in  his 
correspondence  with  the  secretary  of  state  for  war,  to  topics  con¬ 
nected  with  his  civil  authority,  he  will  in  every  such  case  at  the 


a  See  Circular  Despatch  to  go-  colonial  governments.  Can.  Dom. 
vernor  of  Canada  relative  to  em-  Gaz.  April  9,  1881. 
ployment  of  Imperial  soldiers  under 
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same  time  bring  under  the  notice  of  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  Colonial 
colonies  the  questions  of  civil  government  to  which  he  may  thus  regula- 
have  had  occasion  to  advert.  tionh. 

202.  As  any  attempt  to  define  the  limits  of  a  governor’s  civil 
and  military  correspondence  may,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  be 
imperfect,  and  may  omit  to  provide  for  some  unforeseen  exigency, 
he  will  best  fulfil  the  joint  pleasure  of  the  secretary  of  state  for  war 
and  of  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  by  conducting  his  civil 
correspondence  exactly  as  he  would  conduct  it  if  he  possessed  no 
military  command,  and  vice  versa.  The  two  functions  of  governor 
and  of  commander  of  the  forces,  though  for  the  time  combined  in 
the  same  person,  should  be  regarded  in  this  respect  as  entirely 
separate,  and  the  reports  made  by  the  governor  in  each  capacity 
should  be  made  precisely  in  the  same  manner  as  if  that  combination 
of  powers  did  not  exist. 

203.  The  preceding  instructions  will  ajiply  also  to  the  governor’s 
correspondence  respecting  the  service  of  the  commissariat. 

204.  The  respective  officers  employed  under  the  war  office  are  in 
all  cases  without  exception  to  give  timely  notice  to  governors  of  any 
communications  which  they  may  intend  to  send  home,  affecting 
such  governors  or  the  orders  given  by  them,  so  that  her  Majesty’s 
government  may  be  simultaneously  made  acquainted  with  the 
opinions  of  the  governors,  and  with  the  opinion  of  those  officers  on 
any  matter  on  which  it  is  requisite  that  the  views  of  both  should  be 
known. 

205.  When  the  civil  governor  of  a  colony  shall  have  occasion  to 
report  upon,  or  bring  under  the  consideration  of  the  secretary  of 
state  for  the  colonies,  matters  which  involve  military  as  well  as 
civil  considerations,  or  which  require  the  decision  or  concurrence  of 
the  secretary  of  state  for  war,  the  governor  will  first  communicate 
with  the  officer  in  command  of  the  forces  in  the  colony  respecting 
the  matters  in  question  ;  and,  having  obtained  that  officer’s  opinion 
or  observations  thereupon,  he  will  transmit  the  same  with  his  own 
report  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies. 

206.  The  officer  in  command  of  the  forces  is  similarly  instructed 
to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  governor  before  reporting  to  the  secretary 
of  state  for  war,  or  to  any  officer  under  whose  general  command  he 
is  placed,  on  any  matter  which  involves  civil  as  well  as  military 
considerations,  or  which  cannot  be  decided  without  reference  to  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies. 

207.  The  officer  in  command  of  the  forces  has  been  instructed  to 
send  to  the  governor  duplicates  of  all  reports  on  whatever  subjects, 
other  than  those  relating  to  discipline  and  the  routine  of  the  service, 
which  he  may  have  occasion  to  send  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  war 
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or  to  any  officer  under  whose  general  command  he  is  placed.  In 
case  the  governor  considers  that  these  reports  require  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  he  is  to  forward  the 
duplicates  with  his  observations  by  the  same  mail  which  conveys  the 
original  report  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  war. 


§  IV.  Naval  correspondence. 

208.  Governors  of  colonies  should  communicate  with  officers  of 
her  Majesty’s  navy,  and  should  convey  notices  of  different  kinds  to 
commanders  of  foreign  vessels  in  colonial  waters,  in  the  following 
mode  : — 

209.  The  governor  will  write  in  his  own  name  to  any  senior 
naval  officer  (that  is  to  say,  the  senior  officer  then  within  his  imme¬ 
diate  reach),  holding  the  rank  of  flag-officer,  captain,  or  commander, 
but  will  communicate  with  any  senior  officer  of  lower  rank  through 
his  private  secretary.  In  no  case  will  he  communicate  through  the 
colonial  secretary,  whose  functions  are  of  a  different  character,  and 
whose  office  should  not  be  the  place  of  deposit  for  communications 
between  the  governor  and  officers  in  command  of  her  Majesty’s  naval 
forces. 

210.  Any  notice  or  direction,  conveyed  by  the  governor’s 
authority  to  the  commander  of  any  foreign  vessel,  should  be  con¬ 
veyed  through  the  officers  of  the  colonial  government,  and  not 
through  the  officers  of  her  Majesty’s  navy,  whose  intervention  should 
not  be  applied  for,  unless  the  directions  conveyed  through  the  ordi¬ 
nary  channel  should  fail  to  produce  their  effect. 

Tlie  constitutional  principles  asserted  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  regulations  were  not  ascertained  and  put  into 
force  until  tlie  necessity  for  strict  rules  upon  the  subject 
had  become  unmistakably  apparent. 

During  the  progress  of  the  Maori  war  in  New  Zea¬ 
land  in  the  years  1865  and  1866,  differences  occurred 
between  the  governor  of  the  colony  and  the  colonel 
commanding  one  of  the  Queen’s  regiments  therein, 
which  were  seriously  aggravated  in  consequence  of 
the  defective  rules  then  in  operation  in  regard  to  mili¬ 
tary  correspondence  between  army  officers  and  the 
Horse  Guards  during  the  existence  of  a  state  of  war  in 
a  colony.  This  case  has  been  recorded  in  a  previous 
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section.13  It  led  to  the  adoption  of  the  revised  rules 
above  set  forth,  which  are  sufficiently  comprehensive 
and  explicit  to  meet  all  contingencies. 

Another  question,  more  momentous  in  its  scope 
and  consequences,  has  arisen  in  several  British  colo¬ 
nies.  It  is  to  determine  the  exact  relation  of  the 
governor,  in  a  colony  possessing  ‘  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,’  towards  the  Imperial  authorities  on  the  one 
hand,  and  towards  the  local  administration  on  the  other, 
in  the  control  of  military  matters.  Difficulties  have 
presented  themselves  in  different  places  upon  this  ques¬ 
tion,  but  they  have  been  generally  surmounted,  and  a 
good  understanding  now  prevails  everywhere  upon  the 
subject. 

By  virtue  of  his  commission  from  the  Crown,  a  colo¬ 
nial  governor  is  usually  and  appropriately  invested  with 
the  position  of  commander-in-chief  of  all  local  forces 
raised  within  the  colony.  His  relation  to  her  Majesty’s 
regular  army  or  navy  depends  upon  the  nature  of  his 
instructions  from  home,  as  hereinbefore  provided.  If  a 
military  officer  commissioned  with  supreme  command 
be  in  the  colony,  he  necessarily  controls  all  military 
operations,  though  he  is  bound  to  act  m  co-opeiation 
with  the  governor,  and  in  certain  matters  to  acknow¬ 
ledge  his  superior  authority.  These  points,  however, 
have  all  been  definitely  arranged  by  the  above  men¬ 
tioned  official  regulations. 

In  New  South  Wales,  pursuant  to  the  Volunteer  Force  Eegula- 
tion  Act  of  1867  c  (31  Vic.  No.  5),  the  governor  was  appointed  to  be 
commander-in-chief  of  the  colonial  volunteers  ;  and  certain  specified 
duties  are  imposed  upon  him  in  relation  to  the  volunteei  force. 

In  1869,  Sir  William  Manning,  the  colonial  attorney-general, 


b  See  ante,  p.  134. 
c  This  act  is  superseded  by  the 
‘  Military  and  Naval  Forces  Regu¬ 
lation  ’  Act  of  1871.  In  1885,  New 
South  Wales  despatched  and  main¬ 


tained  a  contingent  of  her  artillery 
and  infantry  forces  for  service  with 
her  Majesty’s  regular  army  in 
Egypt.  N.  S.  W.  Act  48  Vic.  No.  28. 
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gave  it  as  his  opinion  that  the  governor  was  required  under  this 
statute  1  to  act  prerogatively  on  her  Majesty’s  behalf,’  and  to  exer¬ 
cise  the  functions  assigned  to  him  ‘  upon  his  own  responsibility,’ 
without  inference  to  his  executive  council,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  duties  in  question  were  analogous  to  those  which  in  England 
appertained  to  the  commander-in-chief,  and  not  to  the  secretary  of 
state  for  war.d 

In  1873,  Captain  F.  R.  Puossi,  a  volunteer  officer  of  this  force, 
was  complained  of  before  the  legislative  assembly,  for  conduct  un¬ 
becoming  in  a  man  entrusted  with  the  command  of  a  body  of  citizen 
soldiers.  He  was  tried  for  his  offence,  by  a  select  committee  of  the 
house,  who  recommended  that  he  should  be  dismissed  from  office.e 
The  house  concurred  in  this  report,  and  transmitted  it  to  the 
governor  for  his  consideration  and  approval.  The  governor  (Sir 
Hercules  Robinson)  i-eplied  by  message,  in  which  he  declined  to 
carry  out  the  recommendation  of  the  committee,  inasmuch  as  its 
proceedings  were  contrary  to  law.  His  excellency  pointed  out  that 
the  volunteer  act  provided  that  any  inquiry  into  the  conduct  of  a 
volunteer  officer  should  be  conducted  by  a  court  assembled  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  governor,  and  composed  exclusively  of  officers.  He 
added  that  he  had  carefully  investigated  the  charges  against  Captain 
Rossi,  and  had  embodied  his  conclusions  upon  the  case  in  a  minute, 
which  he  had  laid  before  his  responsible  advisers.  Acting  by  their 
advice,  as  well  as  on  his  own  behalf  as  commander-in-chief,  he  was 
prepared  to  direct  the  assembling  of  a  court  of  inquiry,  under  the 
statute,  to  examine  the  complaint  against  this  officer.  Whereupon, 
after  a  protracted  debate,  the  legislative  assembly  rescinded  their 
resolution  for  the  adoption  of  the  report  of  the  select  committee. f 

In  the  course  of  debate  on  this  question,  Governor  Robinson’s 
conduct  was  animadverted  upon,  and  he  was  charged  with  having 
put  himself  into  collision  with  the  house.  His  excellency  took  no 
notice  of  these  observations  at  the  time  ;  but  afterwards,  when 
writing  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  (the  Earl  of  Car¬ 
narvon),  on  Nov.  30,  1S74,  upon  a  kindred  topic,  he  referred  to 
these  injurious  reflections,  and  justified  the  course  he  had  adopted 
upon  this  occasion. 

Commenting  upon  the  incongruity  of  devolving  upon  the  gover¬ 
nor  personally  the  duty  of  taking  the  initiative  in  the  transaction 
of  any  sort  of  administrative  business,  while  he  owed  no  personal 


d  New  South  AVales,  Votes  and  Jour.  1872-73,  v.  1,  pp.  314,  1325. 
Proceed.  Leg.  Assem.  1873-74,  v.  3,  f  lb.  1873-74,  v.  1,  pp.  170,  220, 
P-  69.  249. 

e  New  South  Wales  Assem. 
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responsibility  to  the  local  parliament,  his  excellency  remarks  that 
‘  it  seems  somewhat  inconsistent  to  entrust  to  her  Majesty’s  repre¬ 
sentative,  who  is  not  responsible  to  parliament,  certain  special  duties 
apart  from  his  advisers,  and  then,  when  he  exercises  his  functions 
in  the  manner  which  in  his  judgment  best  accords  with  the  honour 
and  dignity  of  the  Crown,  to  complain  that  his  view  does  not  command 
the  unanimous  approval  of  the  popular  branch  of  the  legislature.’  s 

In  the  same  despatch,  Governor  Robinson  points  out  that  else¬ 
where — ‘  in  Victoria,  for  example — the  volunteer  act  imposes  the 
duties  which  here  devolve  personally  upon  the  governor  as  com- 
mander-in-chief,  upon  the  governor  with  the  advice  of  his 
executive  council ;  so  that  responsibility  for  the  exercise  of 
functions  in  military,  as  in  all  other  local  matters,  devolves  there 
upon  the  ministers.’ h  Practically,  the  governor  exercises  no  more 
authority,  in  military  business  in  Victoria,  than  he  does  in  the 
routine  of  any  other  department  of  local  administration. 

In  Canada,  from  the  period  of  confederation,  this  question  has 
received  a  satisfactory  solution. 

Pursuant  to  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  British  North  America 
Act  of  1867,  ‘  the  command-in-chief  of  the  land  and  naval  militia, 
and  of  all  naval  and  military  forces  of  and  in  Canada,  is  vested  in 
the  Queen,  and  shall  be  exercised  and  administered  by  her  Majesty 
personally,  or  by  the  governor  as  her  representative.’1 

This  is  the  first  clause  in  the  Canada  militia  act  of  1868  ;  and  it 
secures  the  exercise  of  all  powers  under  that  act  in  a  constitutional 
manner.  Those  matters  which  are  of  Imperial  direction,  and  con¬ 
cern  the  Queen’s  regular  army  or  navy,  whilst  serving  in  Canada,  are 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  Imperial  authorities  :  whilst  those 
which  concern  the  disposition  and  management  of  local  forces  are 
regulated  by  the  governor-general,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
his  privy  council  or  cabinet. 

These  principles  are  embodied  in  the  Canada  militia  act,  consoli¬ 
dated  and  amended  in  1883,  which  likewise  provides  for  the  occur¬ 
rence  of  actual  hostilities,  and  insures  unity  of  action  in  such  an 
emergency  by  the  following  enactment  :  that,  ‘  whenever  the  militia 
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s  Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  p.  684. 
h  lb.  p.  685. 

1  Canada  Militia  and  Defence 
Act  1868,  31  Vic.  c.  40,  and  see 
consolidating  and  amending  act  of 
1883.  But  see  Holmes  v.  Temple 
(Quel).  Law  Rep.  v.  8,  p.  351),  which 
decides  that  Imperial  military  legis¬ 
lation  does  not  apply  to  Canada, 
except  as  it  concerns  the  militia 


force,  pursuant  to  the  dominion  law. 
In  Holbrow  v.  Cotton  (■ ib .  v.  9,  p. 
105)  it  was  decided  that  all  matters 
of  a  purely  military  character  affect¬ 
ing  the  active  militia  of  Canada  are 
to  be  dealt  with  by  the  military 
authorities,  and  that  military  duty 
and  discipline  are  cognisable  only 
by  a  military  tribunal  and  not  by  a 
court  of  law. 
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or  any  part  thereof  are  called  out  for  active  service,  by  reason  of 
war,  invasion,  or  insurrection,  her  Majesty  may  place  them  under 
the  orders  of  the  commander  of  her  regular  forces  in  Canada.’ 1  This 
has  always  been  done,  upon  the  occurrence  of  any  serious  disturb¬ 
ances  in  the  dominion,  although  the  clause  does  not  make  the 
practice  obligatory. 

By  the  sixty-fourth  section  of  the  acts  1868  and  of 
1883,  the  Canadian  militia  are  subject  to  the  Queen’s 
regulations  and  orders  for  the  army,  and  to  all  other 
Imperial  laws  applicable  to  her  Majesty’s  troops  in 
Canada,  which  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  statute. k 

The  act  aforesaid  authorises  the  appointment  by  the  governor  of 
Canada  of  ‘  a  minister  of  militia  and  defence,  who  shall  be  charged 
with  and  be  responsible  for  the  administration  of  militia  affairs, 
including  all  matters  involving  expenditure,  and  of  the  fortifications, 
gunboats,  ordnance,  ammunition,  arms,  armouries,  stores,  munitions, 
and  habiliments  of  war,  belonging  to  Canada.’  This  minister  ‘  shall 
have  the  initiative  in  all  militia  affairs  involving  the  expenditure  of 

money.  He  is  assisted  by  a  deputy  minister,  and  subordinate 
officers.  > 

By  an  amendment  of  the  law,  passed  in  1875,  it  is  enacted  that 
‘ there  sha11  be  appointed  to  command  the  militia  of  the  dominion 
of  Canada  an  officer  holding  the  rank  of  colonel  or  superior  rank 
thereto  in  her  Majesty’s  regular  army,  who  shall  be  charged,  under 
the  orders  of  her  Majesty,  with  the  military  command  and  discipline 
of  the  militia,  and  who,  while  holding  such  appointment,  shall  have 
the  rank  of  major-general  in  the  militia.’  The  duties  of  this  officer 
are  analogous  to  those  performed  in  England  by  the  commander-in¬ 
chief  of  the  British  army ;  and  he  is,  in  like  manner,  subordinate  to 
the  civil  power,  and  subject  to  the  direction  of  the  governor-general 
through  the  minister  of  militia  and  defence. 

A  similar  arrangement  for  obtaining  from  England  the  services 
of  an  Imperial  officer,  on  the  active  list,  to  take  command  of  local 
forces  has  been  adopted  in  Queensland  and  Victoria  •  while  South 
Australia,  New  South  V  ales  and  Tasmania  have  retired  army  officers 
in  command  of  their  forces. 

In  South  Australia,  in  1888,  some  difficulty  arose  in  obtaining 
the  sanction  of  the  war  office  to  the  appointment  of  Major-General 


•'  Canada  Militia  and  Defence 
Act  1868,  61  Vic.  c.  40,  sec.  61  (8). 
k  See  Regulations  and  Orders 


for  Militia  of  Dom.  of  Canada ;  also 
Can.  Off.  Gaz.  Jan.  14,  1882. 
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Downes,  C.M.G-. — a  retired  colonel  in  the  army — to  the  office  of  General 
commandant  of  the  forces  in  that  colony.  The  secretary  of  state  for  Downes’ 
war  stated  as  his  objection  to  such  a  proceeding  that  in  1887  a  simi-  cabe' 
lar  case  had  arisen  in  Canada,  when  inquiry  was  made  if  there  was 
anything  to  prevent  Major-General  Sir  F.  Middleton  retaining  his 
appointment  in  the  command  of  the  militia  of  Canada  after  having 
been  placed  on  the  retired  list.  The  reply  in  this  case  was  that 
there  was  no  legal  objection,  but  there  were  strong  reasons  against 
such  a  course,  as  it  was  very  essential  that  the  military  systems, 
organisations,  and  armaments  of  the  Imperial  government  and  of  the 
colonies  should,  as  far  as  possible,  be  uniform.  To  promote  this 
scheme  it  was  considered  desirable  that  the  chief  command  of  the 
colonial  forces  should  be  drawn  from  officers  of  the  Imperial  service 
on  the  active  list,  who  are  thoroughly  in  touch  with  all  the  latest 
improvements  in  the  Imperial  army.  This  policy  of  the  war  office 
Avas  pursued  in  the  interests  of  the  colonies,  to  enable  their  forces  to 
act  in  concert  with  Imperial  troops  in  the  event  of  their  supplying 
contingents  to  be  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the  mother  country,  as 
Avas  done  in  the  Soudan  campaign.  For  these  reasons  the  secretary 
of  state  for  Avar  did  not  see  his  way  clear  to  give  his  sanction  to 
Major-General  Downes’  appointment. 1  The  government  of  South 
Australia  Avas  not  satisfied  with  this  refusal,  and  claimed  that  the 
right  of  selection  rested  with  the  colonial  government,  and  further 
expressed  itself  as  earnestly  desirous  of  retaining  the  services  of  this 
officer,  Avho  possessed  the  confidence  of  the  government,  and  on  a 
former  occasion  as  commandant  had  won  the  esteem,  not  only  of  the 
officers  and  men,  but  of  the  public  generally  of  the  colony. 

The  controversy  was  ended  by  General  Downes  being  permitted 
to  retain  the  office,  but  forfeiting  his  retired  pay  while  holding  the 
appointment.111 

In  a  report  made  on  the  reorganisation  of  the  volunteer  force  in 
New  Zealand  in  1882,  the  policy  of  obtaining  an  Imperial  officer  Avas 
recommended.11  It  Avas  again  urged  in  1890  by  Major-General 
EdAvarcls  in  his  report  on  the  military  forces  and  defences  of  that 
colony.  He  says,  ‘  A  commandant  should  be  appointed  who  avouIc!  be 
responsible  for  the  discipline  of  the  troops,  their  preparation  for 
active  ser\dce,  and,  in  case  of  attack,  for  the  disposal  of  the  forces 
to  resist  it.  The  officer  selected  for  this  duty  should  have  a  thorough 
knowledge  of  his  profession,  and  I  recommend  that  application  be 


1  Correspondence  in  regard  to  n  N.  Zealand  Pap.  1882,  App. 
employment  of  Major-general  H.  10,  p.  3;  ib.  1883,  App.  H.  1/. 
Downes,  Com.  Pap.  1890,  v.  43,  p.  See  also  Queensland  Leg.  Coun. 
178.  Jour.  1878,  p.  233. 

m  Ib.  p.  189. 
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made  to  her  Majesty’s  government  for  the  services  of  an  officer  as 
commandant.  Considering  the  frequent  changes  which  take  place 
in  the  art  of  war,  it  is  desirable  that  this  appointment  should  be 
made  for  not  more  than  five  years.’0 


Co-opera-  In  the  event  of  the  occurrence  of  actual  hostilities, 

tion  be-  .  .  -  .  .  ’ 

tween  im-  necessitating  the  active  service  of  the  Canadian  militia 
coioniaTd  ancl  the  j°int  action  of  the  local  forces  of  the  dominion 
troops.  with  her  Majesty  s  regular  troops,  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Canadian  militia  law,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  Imperial  regulations  above  cited,  would  suffice 
to  secure  harmonious  co-operation  between  both  forces. 

It  onty  remains  to  consider  the  most  suitable  method 
of  giving  practical  effect  in  all  the  colonies  to  these 
general  principles.  This  we  may  learn  from  the  fol¬ 
lowing  remarkable  case,  wherein  the  whole  question  of 
military  discipline  and  subordination  was  thoroughly 
sifted  and  accurately  determined  : — 

Cape  °f  In  November.  181(7,  the  colony  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  was 

Hope.  threatened  with  disaster,  from  a  war  which  had  broken  out  on  her 

northern  frontier  with  certain  Kaffir  tribes,  and  also  from  the  simul¬ 


taneous  existence  of  a  Kaffir  rebellion  in  the  eastern  provinces.  In 
this  emergency,  the  governor  (Sir  Bartle  Frere)  was  of  opinion  that 
it  was  necessary  to  aid  the  colonial  volunteer  force  by  additional 
Imperial  troops. .  Accordingly,  he  addressed  a  minute  on  the  subject 
to  his  ministers,  in  which  he  pointed  out  the  need  for  reinforcements, 
and  likewise  the  importance  of  an  improved  organisation  and  control 
of  the  colonial  military  establishment. 

Preten-  The  colonial  premier  (Mr.  now  Sir  J.  C.  Molteno),  in  reply  to 

“ape  th®  governor’s  memorandum,  asserted  his  belief  that  the  colonists 
ministers.  were  able  to  help  themselves  without  assistance  from  her  Majesty’s 
regular  army,  whose  presence  in  the  colony  tended,  he  thought,  to 
depress  the  spirit  of  the  people,  from  a  dread  of  military,  or  rather 
of  Imperial,  domination.  He  therefore  advised  the  withdrawal  of 
her  Majesty  s  troops  from  the  colony.  He  insisted,  moreover,  upon 
the  light  of  the  colonial  cabinet  to  undertake  the  entire  management 
of  the  colonial  forces  ;  to  place  the  same  in  charge  of  a  colonial 
commandant-general,  who  should  be  uncontrolled  by  any  Imperial 
militaiy  authority  ;  and  that  the  governor  himself  should  refrain 


0  N.  Zealand  App.  1890,  H.  10,  p.  4. 
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from  interference,  inasmuch  as  he  ‘  has  no  special  powers  over  colo-  Gover- 
nial  forces  as  commancler-in-chief.’  This  arbitrary  assumption  of  nor  s  mili" 
power  was  accompanied  by  an  intimation  to  the  governor  that  one  thority  in 
of  the  ministry  (the  commissioner  of  crown  lands)  had  been  deputed  the  Cape, 
to  act  as  commandant-general,  in  command  of  all  colonial  forces 
whatsoever,  ‘  under  the  sole  control  and  direction  of  the  colonial 
government.’ 

In  answer  to  these  pretensions,  the  governor  denied  the  existence 
of  the  alleged  dissatisfaction  in  the  colony  at  the  presence  therein  of 
an  Imperial  military  force  ;  he  protested  against  the  scheme  of  his 
ministers  for  the  direction  of  the  local  volunteers,  &c.,  as  being  illegal 
and  unconstitutional •  and  he  referred  to  the  reasonable  and  consti¬ 
tutional  practice  which  had  hitherto  prevailed  since  the  outbreak  of 
hostilities,  whereby  ‘  the  governor  and  commander-in-chief  ’  was  in 
the  habit  of  meeting  the  general  commanding  the  forces,  and  two  or 
three  of  the  responsible  ministers,  for  daily  consultation  and  agree¬ 
ment,  so  that  by  their  joint  action  and  concert  all  necessary  military 
measures  might  be  authorised  and  determined  upon.  The  governor 
furthermore  contended  that  the  distinction  drawn  by  Mr.  Molteno 
between  Imperial  and  colonial  forces  was  entirely  imaginary,  because 
while  serving  in  the  colony  all  her  Majesty’s  forces  whether  colonial 
or  Imperial  are  subject  to  the  authority  of  ‘  the  governor  and  com¬ 
mander-in-chief,’  who  is  the  chief  military  executive,  and  who  is 
himself  bound,  on  all  questions  affecting  the  colony,  to  receive  the 
advice  of  his  responsible  ministers,  and  not  to  act  in  opposition 
thereto  without  valid  reasons,  which  he  must  place  on  record.  The 
governor  is  also  bound  to  warn  his  ministers  of  the  consequences  of 
any  advice  they  may  offer,  when  he  sees  danger  from  proposed 
changes,  and  to  report  to  the  secretary  of  state  any  important 
changes  in  contemplation. 

‘  Admitting  to  the  fullest  practical  extent  that  “  the  governor 
acts  solely  by  and  with  ”  the  “  advice  ”  of  his  ministers,’  Governor 
Frere  declared  his  conviction  that  if,  under  present  circumstances, 
he  should  accept  the  advice  tendered  to  him,  to  send  away  the 
Imperial  troops  and  to  trust  for  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion 
entirely  to  volunteers,  with  the  idea  ‘that  such  advice  was  in 
accordance  with  the  wishes  of  parliament,  or  would  be  approved  by 
the  parliament  of  this  colony,’  he  ‘would  be  fitter  for  a  lunatic 
asylum  ’  than  for  the  office  he  had  the  honour  to  fill. 

But  ministers  still  persisted  in  adhering  to  their  expressed 
opinions  in  this  matter  and  proceeded  to  carry  them  out,  by  directing 
certain  military  operations  without  the  sanction  either  of  the  gover¬ 
nor  or  of  the  general  in  command.  The  general,  however,  entered 
a  formal  protest  against  this  proceeding. 
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Ministers  also  caused  to  be  inserted  in  the  official  gazette  divers 
'  military  appointments  and  promotions  which  had  not  been  pre¬ 
viously  submitted  for  the  governor’s  approval.  At  first  these 
appointments  were  made  in  the  governor’s  name  ;  subsequently  they 
were  gazetted  without  any  reference  to  his  authority. 

After  repeated  remonstrances  with  his  ministers  for  their 
illegal  and  unwarrantable  conduct,  and  after  ascertaining  that  they 
persisted  in  continuing  in  office,  declaring  that  they  were  only 
accountable  to  parliament  for  their  public  conduct,  the  governor  at 
length,  on  Feb.  2,  1878,  notified  the  premier  (Mr.  Molteno),  by  a 
letter  sent  through  a  principal  officer  of  the  civil  service,  that  he 
could  no  longer  consent  to  retain  them  as  his  advisers,  and  that  they 
would  remain  in  office  only  until  their  successors  were  appointed. 

Freely  admitting  that  the  governor,  in  his  capacity  of  com- 
mander-in-chief,  ‘  is  bound  on  military  matters,  as  on  all  others,  to 
take  the  advice  of  ministers,  who  have  practically  the  same  power 
of  control  as  her  Majesty’s  ministers  exercise  over  the  army  in 
England  ;  ’  and  that  ‘  through  the  governor  and  regular  gradation  of 
military  subordination,  every  one  of  her  Majesty’s  officers  and 
soldiers  on  active  service  in  the  country,’  ‘  without  distinction 
between  “colonial”  and  “Imperial”  troops,’  ‘is  accountable  to 
ministers  and  directly  controlled  by  them,’  his  excellency  neverthe¬ 
less  protested  against  the  assumption  by  one  of  his  ministers,  with¬ 
out  the  sanction  of  the  Crown  or  of  the  colonial  parliament,  of  the 
position  and  powers  of  a  ‘minister  of  war,  irresponsible  to  the 
governor,  and  as  a  general  directing  forces  in  the  field  uncontrolled 
by  and  irresponsible  to  any  military  authority.’? 

On  Feb.  5  and  11,  Governor  Frere  addressed  despatches  to  her 
Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  in  which  he  narrated 
the  preceding  events,  and  mentioned  that  he  had  entrusted  Mr. 
J.  G.  Sprigg,  the  leader  of  the  opposition  in  the  assembly,  with  the 
task  of  forming  a  new  administration. 

In  his  reply,  dated  March  21,  the  colonial  secretary  expressed 
his  full  reliance  on  the  governor’s  judgment,  and  did  not  question 
the  propriety  of  his  conduct  in  dismissing  his  late  ministers,  a  step 
which  appeared  to  have  been  unavoidable.  Whilst  endorsing  the 
opinions  expressed  by  the  governor,  in  denying  the  right  of  his 
ministers  to  appoint  an  officer  unknown  to  the  constitution,  un¬ 
authorised  by  parliament,  and  in  opposition  to  the  judgment  of  the 

p  The  points  included  in  the  ment  in  July,  1878.  Com.  Pap 
above  pages  are  extracted  and  epi-  1878,  v.  50,  pp.  1,  255,  373,  and  to 
tomised  from  the  voluminous  cor-  the  Cape  Assembly,  in  May  of  the 
respondence  on  the  subject  which  same  year.  Cape  Assem.'  Votes'^ 
was  presented  to  the  Imperial  parlia-  1878,  Annex.  A.  2,  4-6. 
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governor,  and  to  assign  to  him  functions  which  would  give  him 
paramount  authority,  greater  than  that  of  the  governor  himself,  in 
military  matters,  the  secretary  proceeded  to  point  out  that  the 
peculiar  position  occupied  by  the  governor,  as  the  Queen’s  high 
commissioner,  with  powers  in  respect  to  adjacent  territories  which 
were  not  limited  by  the  system  of  responsible  government,  as 
established  at  the  Cape,1!  entitled  him  to  special  consideration  and 
authority,  in  respect  to  his  lawful  endeavours  to  preserve  peace  in 
her  Majesty’s  possessions  in  South  Africa,  and  to  prevent  any 
irruption  of  hostile  tribes  into  those  possessions.  It  was  therefore 
the  more  surprising  that,  when  differences  of  opinion  arose  as  to  the 
proper  conduct  of  the  war,  the  local  ministry  should  have  hesitated 
to  yield  their  opinions  to  those  expressed  by  the  governor. 

‘  In  civil  matters  lying  entirely  within  the  Cape  colony,  I  desire 
of  course  that  the  responsibility  of  your  ministers,  for  the  time 
being,  should  be  as  full  and  complete  as  in  other  colonies  under  the 
same  form  of  government,  but  in  affairs  such  as  those  in  which  you 
have  been  recently  engaged,  your  functions  are  clearly  defined  by 
the  terms  of  your  commission.’  In  conclusion,  the  secretary  of  state 
declared  it  to  be  ‘  of  the  first  importance  that  the  earliest  possible 
opportunity  should  be  taken  of  affording  such  full  explanations  to 
your  parliament  as  may  enable  a  clear  and  impartial  judgment  to  be 
formed  upon  the  course  adopted.’  r 

In  the  opinion  of  the  governor,  concurred  in  by  his  new 
ministers,  the  state  of  public  business  did  not  admit  of  parliament 
assembling  before  May  10.  This  day  was  accordingly  chosen.  On 
the  very  day  parliament  opened,  papers  and  correspondence  respect¬ 
ing  the  dismissal  of  the  Molteno  ministry  were  laid  before  the  Cape 
parliament. 

Meanwhile,  the  new  premier,  Mr.  Sprigg,  in  his  address  to  his 
constituents  upon  his  acceptance  of  office,  justified  the  act  of  the 
governor  in  dismissing  the  preceding  administration,  on  the  ground 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  his  excellency,  they  were  endeavouring  to 
carry  on  the  government  by  unconstitutional  means,  to  which  he 
could  not  assent ;  ‘  that  while  acknowledging  the  governor  to  be 
commander-in-chief  of  the  Imperial  troops  in  the  colony,  it  was 
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q  The  office  of  Queen’s  high 
commissioner  for  South  Africa,  as 
we  have  elsewhere  shown,  was  held 
by  the  governor  of  Cape  Colony 
under  a  separate  commission,  which 
vested  peculiar  and  very  extensive 
powers  in  the  holder  thereof.  See 
ante,  p.  99.  This  office  was  not 
necessarily  conferred  upon  the  go¬ 


vernor  of  the  Cape ;  in  May,  1879 
(Sir  Bartle  Frere  continuing  in  office 
as  governor  and  high  commissioner 
of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  and  ad¬ 
jacent  territories),  General  Sir  Gar¬ 
net  Wolseley  was  appointed  high 
commissioner  for  the  eastern  portion 
of  South  Africa.  See  postf,  p.  390. 
r  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  134. 
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contended  that  his  excellency  did  not  hold  that  position  with 
reference  to  the  colonial  forces,  and  that  the  ministry  were  entitled 
to  direct  the  movements  of  the  colonial  forces,  not  by  way  of  advice 
to  the  governor,  but  upon  their  own  responsibility  alone,  so  that  the 
governor  and  the  general  commanding  her  Majesty’s  forces  were 
kept  in  ignorance  of  the  proposed  movements  of  the  colonial  forces, 
no  joint  action  taking  place,  but  each  branch  of  the  military  forces 
in  the  country  working  in  ignorance  of  the  plans  and  intentions  of 
the  other.’ 

Mr.  Sprigg  declared  his  conviction  ‘that  the  only  chance  of 
carrying  on  the  war  successfully  was  by  the  different  branches  of 
the  government  working  in  harmony.7  For  his  own  part,  he  said 
that  he  was  in  unison  with  the  governor  ‘as  to  the  proper  and 
constitutional  course  to  be  pursued.’  The  future  conduct  of  the  war 
would  rest  with  himself,  as  premier;  the  governor  had  placed  in  his 
hands  the  Imperial  equally  with  the  colonial  troops.  To  insure 
unity  of  action,  he  had  adopted  the  following  method.  He  meets 
the  governor  and  the  general  commanding  the  forces  in  the  executive 
council,  from  time  to  time.  The  heads  of  the  colonial  forces  are 
invited  to  assist  in  these  deliberations ;  and,  upon  the  joint  authority 
of  the  governor  and  of  the  premier,  the  general  is  instructed  what 
to  do.  The  general  is  placed  in  chief  command  over  the  colonial  as 
well  as  the  Imperial  troops.  All  military  reports  are  made  to  the 
general,  who  communicates  the  substance  of  them  to  the  premier. 
The  commander  of  the  colonial  forces  reports  direct  to  the  premier. 
This  arrangement,  he  believed,  would  insure  harmonious  co-operation 
between  the  civil  and  military  authorities  in  a  constitutional 
manner. s 

It  should  be  added  that,  in  conformity  with  the  ‘  regulations  of 
the  colonial  service,’  above  cited,1  the  general  commanding  her 
Majesty’s  forces  reports  direct  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  war  upon 
questions  concerning  the  Imperial  troops  under  his  command ;  but 
that  he  afterwards  sends  a  copy  of  his  despatches  on  military 
operations  in  the  colony  to  the  governor,  for  his  consideration  and 
approval.1' 

The  papers  transmitted  to  the  Cape  parliament  by  the  governor, 
in  explanation  of  the  events  which  led  to  the  dismissal  of  the 
Molteno  ministry,  were  far  more  detailed  and  complete  than  would 
be  desirable  under  ordinary  circumstances,  or  than  was  in  accordance 
with  English  precedent.  But  the  new  ministry  were  of  opinion  that 
a  full  and  unreserved  publication  of  this  correspondence  was  necessary, 


5  Com.  Rap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  111.  »  Com.  Pap.  1878,  y.  56  n  121  • 

*  See  ante,  p.  372.  ib.  p.  281.  1  ’ 
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in  order  to  justify  their  own  act,  in  coming  forward,  at  a  very  serious 
crisis  and  at  great  disadvantage  to  themselves,  to  save  the  colony 
from  the  most  serious  disasters.  Moreover,  no  form  of  proceeding 
is  followed  in  the  Cape  legislature  analogous  to  an  address  in  reply 
to  the  speech  from  the  throne,  nor  any  similar  convenient  opportunity 
afforded  for  ministerial  explanations  or  for  preliminary  trials  of 
party  strength.'' 

After  the  presentation  of  these  papers  to  the  Cape  assembly, 
Mr.  Merriman,  a  prominent  member  of  the  late  ministry,  moved  to 
resolve  :  ‘  (1)  That,  in  the  opinion  of  this  house,  the  control  over  the 
colonial  forces  is  vested  in  his  excellency  the  governor  only,  acting 
under  the  advice  of  ministers  ;  (2)  That  it  was  not  within  the  con¬ 
stitutional  functions  of  his  excellency  the  governor  to  insist  Qn  the 
control  and  supply  of  the  colonial  forces  being  placed  under  the 
military  authorities,  except  with  the  consent  of  ministers  ;  (3)  That 
the  action  taken  by  his  excellency  the  governor  in  that  matter  has 
been  attended  with  results  prejudicial  to  the  colony,  and  has  delayed 
the  termination  of  the  rebellion.’ 

This  motion  led  to  a  protracted  debate,  at  an  early  stage  of  which 
Mr.  Speaker  called  attention  to  it,  and  ruled  ‘  that  the  second  and 
third  paragraphs  thereof  could  not  be  entertained  by  the  house  in 
the  form  in  which  they  were  presented,  it  being  contrary  to  consti¬ 
tutional  principle  and  parliamentary  practice  to  move  any  direct 
censure  on  his  excellency  the  governor  as  the  representative  of  the 
sovereign,  and  it  being  held,  by  the  authorities  on  parliamentary 
government,  that  the  ministry  in  office  are  responsible  for  the  action 
of  his  excellency  the  governor.’  After  discussion,  the  order  of  the 
day  for  resuming  the  debate  on  Mr.  Merriman’s  motion  was  read, 
whereupon  Mr.  Speaker  stated  that,  according  to  the  ruling  he  had 
just  submitted  to  the  house,  only  the  first  paragraph  of  the  said 
motion  was  at  present  before  it.  The  debate  on  the  first  paragraph 
was  then  resumed.w 

At  a  later  sitting  of  the  assembly,  leave  was  obtained  by  Mr. 
Merriman  to  amend  his  motion,  by  the  reintroduction  of  the  second 
paragraph  (merely  changing  the  word  ‘  was  ’  into  ‘is  ’),  and  by  sub¬ 
stituting  for  the  third  paragraph  the  following  in  lieu  thereof  :  ‘  That 
the  assumption  of  the  command  of  colonial  forces  by  Sir  A. 
Cunynghame  [her  Majesty’s  general  in  command  of  the  regular 
troops  in  South  Africa]  in  January  last,  contrary  to  the  advice  of 
ministers,  was  not  justified  or  advisable  under  the  existing  circum¬ 
stances.’  To  this  motion  an  amendment  was  moved  to  resolve  that 


v  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  187. 
w  Cape  Assem.  Votes  and  Proc.  May  29,  1878. 
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‘  the  house,  having  before  it  the  papers  connected  with  the  late 
change  of  ministry,  does  not  see  that  the  doctrine  that  the  governor 
controls  the  colonial  forces  under  the  advice  of  his  ministry  has  been 
called  in  question  by  the  governor,  but,  on  the  contrary,  is  strongly 
affirmed  ;  and  the  house  is  of  opinion  that,  under  all  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  the  case,  the  removal  from  office  of  the  late  ministry  was 
unavoidable.’  x 

On  June  6,  1878,  the  foregoing  amendment  was  agreed  to,  on  a 
division,  by  a  vote  of  thirty-seven  to  twenty-two  ;  a  vote  which  was 
the  more  decisive  in  recording  the  sense  of  the  house  in  favour  of 
the  new  administration,  from  the  fact  that,  in  the  preceding  session, 
the  Molteno  ministry  had  been  able  to  command  a  good  working 
majority.? 

Mr.  Merriman’s  motion  ingeniously  evaded  the  actual  facts  of 
the  case  in  relation  to  the  dismissal  of  the  Molteno  ministry.  It 
made  no  reference  to  the  avowed  reasons  which  had  induced  the 
governor  to  change  his  constitutional  advisers,  and  refrained  from 
raising  a  distinct  issue  condemnatory  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  new  administration  had  accepted  office.  This  issue  was, 
however,  directly  embodied  in  the  words  of  the  amendment  agreed  to 
by  the  house,  which  declared  that,  ‘  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  the  removal  from  office  of  the  late  ministry  was  unavoidable.’ 

Governor  Frere’s  sentiments  in  respect  to  Mr.  Merriman’s  reso¬ 
lutions  are  expressed  in  his  despatch  to  the  colonial  secretary,  dated 
May  21,  1878.  These  resolutions,  he  observes,  ‘are  well  calculated 
to  embarrass  the  present  ministry,  whilst  raising  no  issue  directly 
implicating  them.  To  the  first  resolution  no  reasonable  objections 
can  be  offered  on  constitutional  grounds  :  .  .  .  it  is  a  simple  truism. 
It  may  be  said  that  the  second  resolution  is  a  necessary  corollary 
from  the  first,  provided  the  true  version  of  the  facts  which  took  place 
be  accepted.  But  I  have  no  reason  to  suppose  that  this  is  the  mean¬ 
ing  intended  by  the  framer  of  the  resolutions.  He  probably  intends 
to  imply  that  the  governor  insisted  on  the  control  and  supply  of  the 
colonial  forces  being  placed  under  military  authorities,  without  the 
consent  of  ministers,  and  that  in  so  doing  the  governor  exceeded  his 
constitutional  functions.  This  would,  however,  be  quite  inconsis¬ 
tent  with  facts,  as  I  read  them.  It  is,  I  believe,  the  constitutional 
duty  of  the  governor  and  commander-in-chief  to  guard  against  such 
a  dangerous  anomaly  as  a  divided  command  of  military  forces, 
operating  for  a  common  object,  in  one  area  of  operations  ;  and  if 
ministers  insisted  on  such  a  divided  command,  it  would,  I  believe, 


1  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  582. 
y  Cape  Assein.  Votes,  1877 ,  passim;  ib.  1878,  p.  94. 
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be  the  governor’s  duty  to  prevent,  by  all  constitutional  means  in  his 
power,  their  imperilling  the  safety  of  the  state  by  any  such  division 
of  authority  and  responsibility.  But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  what 
was  actually  done  by  the  governor  in  the  present  case,  I  can  see  no 
unconstitutional  proceeding  whatever,  unless  Mr.  Merriman  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  deny  the  constitutional  power  of  the  governor  to  inform 
ministers  that  they  have  lost  his  confidence,  and  to  summon  other 
ministers  to  office,  subject  to  the  necessity  of  their  securing  the 
support  of  parliament.’ 1 

From  the  first  outbreak  of  the  war,  the  command  of  all  colonial 
forces  in  the  field  was,  with  the  consent  of  ministers,  vested  in 
General  Sir  Arthur  Cunynghame.  It  was  not  until  four  months 
afterwards  that  the  governor  had  any  formal  and  conclusive  intima¬ 
tion  of  their  intention  to  adopt  a  different  course  of  proceeding.  He 
‘  then  exercised  his  undoubted  constitutional  function  of  informing 
ministers  that  they  had  lost  his  confidence,  and  that  they  only  held 
office  until  their  successors  could  be  appointed.  Their  successors  were 
appointed,  and  entirely  concurred  in  the  action  taken  by  the  governor. a 

In  a  subsequent  despatch  to  the  colonial  secretary,  dated 
June  18,  1878,  Governor  Frere  reported  the  decision  of  the  Cape 
assembly  upon  Mr.  M  erri man’s  resolutions,  and  made  mention  of 
the  general  approval  expressed  by  the  colonial  press  of  the  result, 
which  amply  justified  ‘  the  position  of  the  assembly  as  the  constitu¬ 
tional  guardian  of  the  rights  of  the  colony.  ’  He  adds  :  ‘  After  such  a 
decisive  expression  of  the  opinion  of  the  assembly  and  of  the  country, 
it  is  hardly  necessary  that  I  should  further  discuss  the  constitutional 
question.  Her  Majesty’s  government  will,  I  trust,  be  now  satisfied 
that,  in  the  extreme  step  taken,  I  did  not  go  beyond  what,  in  the 
estimation  of  the  colony  and  its  representatives,  was  necessary  to 
uphold  the  authority  of  the  Crown,  as  constitutional  head  of  all  the 
armed  forces  of  the  colony,  and  guardian  of  the  rights  of  the  people 
against  unconstitutional  encroachments  of  any  kind,  when  circum¬ 
stances  did  not  admit  of  an  immediate  appeal  to  the  parliament  of 
the  colony.’  b 

In  reply  to  the  foregoing  despatch,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies,  in  a  despatch  dated  July  25,  1878,  states  that  he  ‘learns 
with  much  satisfaction  that  the  colonial  parliament  has  expressed,  in 
a  decisive  manner,  its  approval  of  the  action  which,  reluctantly,  and 
under  very  peculiar  circumstances,  you  had  found  yourself  obliged 
to  take  with  respect  to  your  late  ministry.’  He  concludes  by  say¬ 
ing  :  ‘  It  affords  me  great  pleasure  to  convey  to  you,  on  the  part  of 


2  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  252.  Nineteenth  Cent.  v.  4,  p.  1069. 
a  lb.  pp.  252,  253.  And  see  the  b  lb.  p.  583. 
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her  Majesty’s  government,  their  warm  approval  of  your  conduct, 
both  generally  and  in  this  particular  case,  and  their  thanks  for  your 
unceasing  and  successful  efforts  to  reduce  to  order  that  administra¬ 
tive  system  which  you  found  wholly  unequal  to  the  requirements  of 
a  grave  emergency.’  c 

macyof  Apart  from  the  value  of  the  preceding  case,  in  the 
the  Crown  light  which  it  reflects  upon  the  constitutional  relations 
maUersary  of  a  governor  towards  his  responsible  advisers,  it  is  also 
useful  as  indicating  the  proper  steps  which  should  be 
taken  to  ‘  uphold  the  authority  of  the  Crown  as  consti¬ 
tutional  head  of  all  the  armed  forces  ’  in  a  British 
colony. 

In  1881  the  ministry  in  New  Zealand  appear  to 
have  assumed  a  similar  attitude  towards  the  governor 
in  asserting  their  right  4  to  move  and  employ  bodies  of 
local  troops  without  any  reference,  even  of  a  formal 
character,’  to  the  governor.  But  their  unconstitutional 
pretensions  were  exposed  and  properly  rebuked  by  a 
local  judge,  in  his' charge  to  a  grand  jury.d 

In  affairs  of  peace  and  war,  which  are  essentially  of 
Imperial  concern,  the  supremacy  of  the  Crown  must  be 
everywhere  maintained  inviolate.  The  governor  in 
every  colony  is  the  representative  of  the  sovereign 
in  the  administration  of  this  prerogative ;  but  he  him¬ 
self  must  be  careful  that  he  acts  in  such  matters  in 
obedience  to  his  instructions  from  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment.  Bor  example  :  upon  the  breaking  out  of  hos¬ 
tilities  between  Bussia  and  Turkey,  in  1877,  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  addressed  a  circular 
despatch  to  governors,  with  rules  for  the  guidance  of 
colonies  in  the  observance  of  neutrality  towards  the 
belligerent  powers.6  In  1878  various  orders  in  council 
passed  under  ‘  The  Foreign  Deserters’  Act,  1852,’  were 


c  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  629. 
d  lb.  1882,  v.  46,  p.  255  ;  and  see 
Eusden,  Hist.  N.  Zeal.  v.  3,  p.  406. 


Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 
1877,  pp.  331,  353. 
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transmitted  to  the  governors  of  colonies,  for  their  guid¬ 
ance  in  the  event  of  applications  being  made  by 
commanders  of  foreign  merchant  ships  for  assistance 
in  the  apprehension  of  deserters  from  the  samel 

Not  long  after  the  satisfactory  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
troversy  between  Sir  Bartle  Frere  and  his  ministers, 
another  difficulty  presented  itself  between  the  governor 
and  the  secretary  of  state. 

The  Ivaffir  war  had  assumed  larger  dimensions. 
Other  warlike  tribes  had  engaged  therein,  and  Governor 
Frere  had,  of  his  own  accord,  assumed  the  responsibility 
of  measures  which  precipitated  a  conflict  with  the  Zulu 
tribes  on  the  northern  frontier  of  South  Africa. 

Great  loss  of  life  and  a  frightful  expenditure  of 
public  money  had  been  incurred  in  this  war,  and  the 
prospect  of  a  speedy  and  successful  termination  of  it 
appeared  to  be  remote  and  uncertain. 

At  this  juncture  the  attention  of  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment  was  aroused  to  the  perils  of  the  situation.  Votes 
of  censure  upon  Sir  Bartle  Frere,  and  upon  the  govern¬ 
ment  who  were  responsible  for  his  continuance  in  office, 
were  proposed  in  both  houses,  and  though  they  were 
negatived — in  the  House  of  Lords  by  an  overwhelm¬ 
ing  majority,  and  in  the  Blouse  of  Commons  by  a  ma¬ 
jority  less  than  that  which  the  administration  generally 
commanded — yet  ministers  were  obliged  to  admit  that 
Sir  Bartle  Frere  had  taken  upon  himself  a  responsibility 
in  excess  of,  if  not  contrary  to,  his  instructions,  in  virtu¬ 
ally  declaring  war  against  the  Zulu  king  without  the 
previous  consent  of  the  Imperial  governments 


f  Queensland  Leg.  Conn.  Jour,  rested  at  Quebec  under  this  law,  by 
1878,  p.  213..  This  point  is  more  direct  act  of  the  governor-general, 
fully  stated  in  ante,  p.  228  n.  In  without  intervention  on  part  of  do-- 
regard  to  Foreign  Enlistment  acts  minion  authorities.  Hans.  D.  v.  276, 
of  1819  and  1870,  see  Stephen’s  pp.  1902,  1946. 

Hist,  of  Crim.  Law  of  England,  v.  3,  s  Hans.  D.  v.  244,  pp.  1606, 1865. 
pp.  259-262.  The  Atalaya  was  ar- 
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Frere  and 
the  Kaffir 
war. 
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ive re  and  binder  these  circumstances  her  Majesty’s  govern- 
South  ment,  whilst  fully  appreciating  the  great  experience, 
wlr!can  ability,  and  energy  which  had  been  displayed  by  Sir 
Bartle  Frere  in  the  execution  of  the  extensive  powers 
entrusted  to  him  as  her  Majesty’s  high  commissioner  in 
South  Africa,  were  constrained  to  express  their  regret 
at  his  failure  to  secure  the  previous  sanction  and 
authority  of  the  Imperial  government  to  his  proceed¬ 
ings — a  course  which  they  deemed  to  be  peculiarly 
incumbent  upon  him,  in  view  of  the  extraordinary 
difficulties  which  had  unexpectedly  presented  them¬ 
selves  in  the  prosecution  of  the  war.  Without  desiring, 
in  the  existing  crisis  of  affairs,  to  withdraw  the  con¬ 
fidence  hitherto  reposed  in  Governor  Frere— -a  con¬ 
fidence  which  heretofore,  as  a  general  rule,  had  been 
amply  justified — the  secretary  of  state  was  obliged  to 
address  him  in  terms  of  rebuke,  and  to  express  the 
desire  of  her  Majesty’s  government  that  he  should 
regulate  his  future  actions  in  strict  accordance  with 
the  instructions  he  had  received  from  the  Crown  in 
relation  to  affairs  in  South  Africa.11 

ment 'of"  Subsequently,  in  order  to  the  more  energetic  con- 
Generai  duct  of  the  war  against  the  Zulus,  and  the  speedy  re- 
Woiseiey.  storation  of  peace  upon  terms  approved  by  her  Majesty’s 
government,  Lieutenant-General  Sir  Garnet  Wolseley 
v  as  sent  to  South  Africa,  with  the  local  rank  of  general 
in  command  of  all  the  forces  therein,  and  to  act  as 
governor  of  Fatal  and  the  Transvaal,1  with  a  special 
commission  appointing  him  Queen’s  high  commissioner 
m  those  colonies  and  in  the  lands  adjacent,  in  place  of 


b  See  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beaeh’s  de¬ 
spatches  to  Governor  Frere,  of  April 
4,  1878  ;  March  19  and  April  10, 
1879  ;  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  301 ; 
ii.  1878  -79,  v.  53,  pp.  216,  344. 

In  Aug.  1881,  upon  the  relin¬ 
quishment  of  the  authority  of  the 
British  Crown  over  this  territory, 


the  Queen  was  acknowledged  as 
suzerain.  The  meaning  of  this 
term  was  explained  to  both  houses 
of  parliament  by  legal  authorities, 
and  the  Law  Mag.  for  May,  1882, 
contains  an  article  by  Dr.  C.  Stubbs 
on  ‘  Suzerainty  :  Mediaeval  and 
Modern.’ 
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Sir  Bartle  Frere,  who  retained  his  position  as  governor  South 
of  the  Cape  colony  and  Queen’s  high  commissioner 
elsewhere. j 

At  a  later  period,  however,  the  home  government 
receded  from  the  position  they  had  assumed  in  regard 
to  colonial  defence  in  South  Africa.  They  threw  upon 
the  local  government  the  responsibility  of  maintaining 
order  in  the  colony  and  of  resisting  aggression  by  the 
aid  of  colonial  forces.  Mr.  Sprigg  accepted  this  re¬ 
sponsibility,  and  afterwards  successfully  conducted 
military  operations  against  the  native  Basutos  and  the 
Kaffirs.  But  in  May,  1881,  his  majority  in  the  assembly 
having  gradually  diminished,  and  his  health  having 
become  impaired,  Mr.  Sprigg  resigned,  and  a  new 
ministry  was  formed,  of  which  Mr.  Scanlen  was 
premier  .k 

Within  the  past  thirty  years  a  fundamental  change 
has  been  effected  in  the  administration  of  the  British 
colonies  by  the  withdrawal  of  the  Imperial  troops,  pre-  Colonial 
viously  scattered  throughout  every  part  of  the  empire,  “efenwT. 
and  the  consequent  devolution  upon  the  self-governing 
colonies  of  the  responsibility  of  self-defence. 

This  important  reform  originated  in  the  report  of  a 
departmental  committee  consisting  of  Mr.  Hamilton  of 
the  treasury,  Mr.  Godley  of  the  war  office,  and  Sir  T. 

Elliot  of  the  colonial  office,  which  was  appointed  in 
1859,  to  consider  of  the  cost  of  colonial  military  de¬ 
fence.  In  the  year  previous  the  military  expenditure 
in  the  colonies  amounted  to  nearly  four  million  pounds 
sterling,  to  which  the  colonies  contributed  something 
under  380,000/.,  and  few  of  the  colonies  had  any  effec¬ 
tive  militia  or  local  force  of  their  own. 

The  report  of  this  committee  ably  pointed  out  the 


j  Hans.  D.  v.  246,  pp.  1204, 1262.  k  Sir  Bartle  Frere’s  Letter  in 
Com.  Pap.  1878-79,  v.  53,  p.  490 ;  The  Colonies,  May  14,  1881,  p.  323. 
ib.  v.  54,  p.  16. 
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imperial  injurious  consequences  entailed  by  this  policy  in  the 

committee  i  ,  j  -i  •  ■,  J  T  r  J  ’ 

oncolo-  Gulden  which  it  imposed  upon  the  Imperial  treasury, 
fence?6"  and  in  its  hindering  the  development  in  the  colonies  of 
a  proper  spirit  of  self-reliance,  and  a  willingness  to 
share  in  the  responsibility  of  maintaining  intact  their 
free  institutions  and  their  national  existence.1 

But  the  departmental  committee  were  unable  to 
agree  upon  any  definite  conclusions  on  this  question. 
Accordingly,  in  1861,  upon  the  motion  of  Mr.  Arthur 
Mills,  the  House  of  Commons  appointed  a  select  com¬ 
mittee  of  their  own,  to  inquire  and  report  whether  any 
and  what  alterations  might  be  advantageously  adopted 
in  leg  aid  to  the  defence  of  the  British  dependencies, 
and  the  proportions  of  cost  of  such  defence  as  now 
defrayed  from  Imjierial  and  colonial  funds  respectively. 
The  government  gave  a  reluctant  consent  to  the 
appointment  of  this  committee,  which,  after  taking 
voluminous  evidence,  reported  before  the  close  of  the 
session.™ 

Their  report,  likewise,  was  not  conclusive.  In  fact, 
the  labours  of  the  committee  were  aptly  characterised 
as  being  chiefly  valuable  in  furnishing  information, 
promoting  discussion,  and  exhibiting  the  discordance 
and  inconsistency  of  opinion  on  the  subject,  rather 
than  as  advising  any  practicable  policy.11 

aefenceyof  Tlie  House  of  Commons,  however,  on  March  4,  1862, 
the  coio-  upon  motion  of  Mr.  Arthur  Mills,  resolved,  without  a 
“  division,  ‘  That  this  house  (while  fully  recognising  the 
claims  of  all  portions  of  the  British  empire  to  Imperial 
aid  m  their  protection  against  perils  arising  from  the 
consequences  of  Imperial  policy)  is  of  opinion  that 
colonies  exercising  the  rights  of  self-government  ought 
to  undertake  the  main  responsibility  of  providing  for 


1  Com.  Pap.  1860,  v.  41,  p.573. 
Adderley’s  Col.  Policy,  p.  380. 
m  Com.  Pap.  1 86 i ,  v.  13,  p.  69. 


n  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt. 
275,  new  ed.  p.  435. 


v.  1,  p. 
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their  own  internal  order  and  security,  and  ought  to 
assist  in  their  own  external  defence.’ 

By  circular  despatches  sent  to  the  governors  of  colonies  in  1878, 
1880,  and  1881,  it  was  intimated  that  it  will  he  no  longer  possible 
to  provide  out  of  Imperial  army  funds  for  the  regimental  pay 
of  officers  holding  appointments  on  the  personal  staff  of  colonial 
governors  ;  such  pay  being  properly  left  to  the  colonies  to  provide, 
at  their  discretion.0 

Thenceforward,  the  principle  embodied  in  the  fore¬ 
going  resolution  was  adopted  by  every  successive  ad¬ 
ministration  as  the  settled  policy  of  the  empire. p  It 
has  been  generally  agreed  that  a  steady  endeavour  to 
throw  more  and  more  upon  the  colonies  the  obligation 
of  defending  themselves  was  a  policy  which  parliament 
would  support  and  the  nation  approve,  and  one,  more¬ 
over,  that  would  eventually  be  accepted  as  the  best 
both  for  the  colonies  and  for  the  mother  country. 

Accordingly,  in  debates  upon  this  subject  which 
arose  in  parliament  annually  from  1867  to  1870, 
ministers  were  in  a  position  to  state  that  the  troops 
were  being  gradually  withdrawn  from  all  the  leading 
colonies  in  North  America,  Australia,  and  elsewhere, 
until,  in  1873,  the  under-secretary  of  the  colonies  was 
able  to  announce  ‘  that  the  military  expenditure  for  the 
colonies  was  now  almost  entirely  for  Imperial  pur¬ 
poses,’  q  and  even  on  this  account  the  expenditure  out 
of  Imperial  funds  has  since  been  gradually  diminishing. 

From  October  1877  to  October  1881,  the  Cape  colony  had  in¬ 
curred  and  defrayed  from  its  own  resources  an  expenditure,  on 
account  of  war  and  rebellion,  of  about  four  millions  sterling,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  its  ordinary  military  expenditure,  which  amounted  to  about 


°  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1882,  thereto.  N.  Zealand  House  of  Rep. 
App.  A.  1,  p.  5 ;  A.  2,  p.  1.  Jour.  1870,  App.  A.  1,  p.  85;  ib. 

p  Adderley,  Col.  Policy,  pp.  36,  A.  1  a,  pp.  31,  38.  And  see  Rusden, 
40,  388.  See  a  protest  from  the  Hist,  of  N.  Zealand,  v.  2,  pp.  571, 
N.  Zealand  Government  against  this  593,  599. 
policy,  and  the  Imperial  reply  q  Hans.  D.  v.  214,  p.  1531. 
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another  million.  Since  June  1878,  it  is  alleged  that  the  Cape  colony 
has  cost  England  nothing  for  either  military  or  civil  administra¬ 
tion, r  and  Imperial  troops  are  now  retained  only  at  Cape  Town. 

In  1881,  members  of  the  volunteer  force  in  South  Australia 
volunteered  aid  to  the  Imperial  troops  engaged  in  upholding  British 
supremacy  in  South  Africa.s  New  South  Wales  in  1885  despatched 
and  maintained  a  contingent  of  her  artillery  and  infantry  forces  for 
service  with  her  Majesty’s  regular  army  in  Egypt.1 

The  fears  entertained  by  many  that  the  withdrawal 
of  the  British  regiments  would  operate  disastrously  in 
the  colonies,  by  engendering  a  spirit  of  discontent  and 
disaffection,  have  not  been  realised.  Throughout  the 
colonies  generally,  much  has  been  done  for  the  organi¬ 
sation  and  training  of  local  military  forces  and  for  effi¬ 
cient  protection  from  foreign  aggression.  More  than 
this,  both  in  Canada  and  in  Australia  a  spirit  of  loyalty 
and  of  patriotism  has  increased  rather  than  diminished 
since  the  necessity  for  local  self-defence  has  been  im¬ 
posed  on  these  flourishing  communities.  Canada,  for 
example,  has  successfully  repelled  attacks  of  lawless 
Fenians  from  the  adjacent  states,  and  in  1885  repressed 
the  rebellion  in  the  north-west  territories;  and  when 
it  became  needful  for  Great  Britain  to  put  forth  her 
strength  in  the  war  with  Russia  in  1854—55,  and  in  the 
Eastern  war  in  1878,  voluntary  offers  were  sent  from 
Canada  and  from  Australia  to  raise  and  equip  regiments 
for  Imperial  service.u 

A  royal  military  college  has  been  established  in  Canada,  for  the 
pui  pose  of  securing  such  a  complete  military  and  scientific  educa¬ 
tion  to  young  men  belonging  to  the  country  as  would  qualify  them 
to  fill  all  the  higher  positions  in  the  Canadian  military  service. 
The  training  and  general  branches  of  education  taught  at  this  insti¬ 
tution  are  admirably  suited  to  qualify  graduates  to  fill  other  posi- 


r  Mr.  J.  G.  Sprigg’s  letter  to  the 
Times,  Sept.  22,  1881;  see  Cape 
Statutes,  No.  1,  of  1881. 

3  The  Colonies,  April  23,  1881, 
p.  278. 


*  N.  S.  Wales  Act,  48  Vic.  No.  28. 
u  See  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1871, 
No.  7;  and  No.  12,  p.  41.  Dom. 
Gaz.  1877-78,  p.  1289. 
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tions  in  the  public  service,  when  military  service  is  not  required/ 
So  well  satisfied  are  the  Imperial  authorities  with  this  institution 
that  they  have  placed  four  commissions  annually  in  the  British 
army  to  its  graduates. 

The  Canadian  government  has  also  established  three  permanent 
royal  schools  of  instruction  of  artillery,  one  of  cavalry,  one  of 
mounted  infantry,  and  four  of  infantry,  at  which  it  is  necessary  for 
militia  officers  to  attend  in  order  that  they  may  obtain  certificates 
of  qualification  to  enable  them  to  hold  commissions  in  the  militia 
force  of  the  country. 

On  the  other  hand,  whilst  giving  effect  to  this 
altered  policy  in  respect  to  the  military  defence  of  the 
colonies,  her  Majesty’s  government  were  not  unmindful 
of  their  duty  to  aid  the  colonies  in  assuming  this  new 
responsibility  of  organising  such  military  and  naval 
forces  as  might  be  adequate  for  their  protection  and 
defence.  The  barracks  and  fortifications  vacated  by 
the  Imperial  troops,  together  with  the  landed  property 
of  the  war  department  attached  to  them,  and  the  arms 
and  munitions  of  war  in  actual  use,  were  handed  over 
to  the  colonial  authorities  ;  but  with  this  condition,  that, 
if  at  any  future  period  troops  should  be  sent  to  the 
colony  at  their  request  or  in  furtherance  of  colonial 
interests,  suitable  accommodation  should  be  provided 
for  them,  to  the  satisfaction  of  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment.  This  condition  was  accepted,  and  the  transfer 
was  made  accordingly .w 

Furthermore,  the  Imperial  government  have  been 
sedulous  to  secure  the  efficient  defence  of  all  the  British 
colonies  from  external  attack.  Eminent  engineer  officers 
have  been  employed  by  the  war  office  on  this  special 
service,  in  different  parts  of  the  empire. 

In  1863,  Colonel  (afterwards  Lieutenant-General  Sir) 
W.  F.  D.  Jervois  was  sent  to  Canada,  New  Brunswick, 


T  See  official  standing  orders  for  Dominion  Ann.  Register,  1879,  p.  333. 
regulation  and  government  of  col-  w  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1871,  No. 
lege,  issued  in  July,  1879.  See  also  46. 
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Nova  Scotia,  and  Bermuda,  to  report  on  the  state  of 
the  defences  of  those  colonies  ;  and  again  in  the  follow- 
ing  year  to  confer  with  the  Canadian  government  on 
that  subject.  His  proposals  were  approved  by  the 
Imperial  and  colonial  governments,  and  have  since  been 
partially  carried  outd 

In  1865,  at  the  invitation  of  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment,  a  deputation  of  four  Canadian  ministers  proceeded 
to  England  to  confer  with  the  Imperial  government  on 
the  subject  of  the  defence  of  Canada.  Certain  conclu¬ 
sions  were  arrived  at ;  but  it  was  agreed  to  defer  any 
action  thereupon  until  the  settlement  of  the  then 
pending  question  of  the  confederation  of  British  North 
America,  when  it  would  become  the  duty  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  parliament  of  the  new  dominion  to  make 
adequate  provision  for  the  defence  of  the  country .y 

In  1875  the  governments  of  New  South  Wales, 
South  Austi  alia,  y  ictoria,  and  Queensland  applied  to 
the  Imperial  government  for  professional  advice  and 
assistance  in  military  engineering,  for  the  purpose  of 
their  common  security,  in  the  event  of  war  between 
Gieat  Biitain  and  any  foreign  power.  'Whereupon,  in 
February,  1877,  Sir  W.  F.  I).  Jervois  and  Lieutenant- 
Colonel  Scratchley  were  authorised  to  examine  the 
existing  fortifications,  ports,  harbours,  and  coast  de¬ 
fences  in  the  several  Australian  colonies,  with  instruc¬ 
tions  to  consult  with  the  local  governments  as  to  the 
most  practicable  means  of  putting  the  same  into  a  state 
of  efficiency.  This  service  was  ably  fulfilled,  and  in 
each  colony  it  became  the  duty  of  the  local  government 
to  recommend  to  the  local  parliament  the  necessary 
appi  opriations  tor  the  purchase  of  war- vessels,  the 
erection  ot  fortifications,  the  improvement  and  defence 


1  C.  O.  List,  1891,  p.  436. 
y  Canada  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 
Aug.  9,  1865 ;  ib.  1867-68,  Sess. 


Pap.  No.  63.  For  the  steps  subse¬ 
quently  taken  in  this  direction,  see 
ante,  p.  377. 
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of  harbours,  or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be,  pursuant 
to  the  recommendations  of  these  distinguished  and 
experienced  officers.2 

In  JSTew  South  Wales,  in  1881,  a  royal  commission 
was  appointed  to  consider  of  the  matter  of  military 
defence,  which  made  an  elaborate  report  upon  the 
whole  subject,  including  the  proposed  general  disposi¬ 
tion  of  the  naval  defending  forces  around  Australia.11 
Since  that  date,  further  measures  have  been  taken  in 
the  several  Australian  colonies  to  improve  their  system 
of  military  and  naval  defence,  to  render  their  volunteer 
forces  more  efficient,  and  generally  to  organise  their 
local  military  forces.  A  memorandum  on  this  subject, 
prepared  by  Colonel  Scratchley,  K.E.,  inspecting  officer, 
and  approved  by  Sir  Wm.  Jervois,  was  laid  before  the 
parliament  of  Tasmania  in  August,  1882.b  [It  was 
shortly  followed  by  a  report  of  a  royal  commission  on 
the  local  forces  of  Tasmania.0]  In  the  same  session  a 
bill  for  the  execution  of  certain  works  for  the  defence 
of  the  colony  was  passed  by  the  Tasmanian  legislature.3 

In  Queensland,  during  the  progress  of  this  military 
investigation,  the  legislative  council  addressed  the 
governor,  expressing  their  desire  that  the  government 
should  enter  into  negotiations  with  the  sister  colonies 
above  mentioned,  with  a  view  to  their  aoreement  in 
some  plan  for  federal  defence.6 


z  See  South  Australia  Pari.  Proc. 
1877,  v.  1,  p.  2,  and  App.  No.  240. 
New  South  Wales  Leg.  Assem. 
Votes,  &c.  1877-78,  v.  3,  p.  295.  Vic. 
Pari.  Pap.  v.  1877-78,  v.  3,  No.  73; 
ii.  1878,  v.  3,  Nos.  77  and  81.  Tas¬ 
mania  Leg.  Coun.  Pap.  1879,  No.  72. 

a  See  N.  S.  Wales  Leg.  Coun. 
Jour.  1881,  v.  1,  p.  781  ;  also  S. 
Australia  Pari.  Proc.  1881,  App. 
No.  181. 

b  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Pap. 
1882,  No.  G4. 
c  lb.  No.  86. 


d  Acts  1882,  No.  25.  See  Memo, 
of  Sir  W.  Jervois  respecting  pro¬ 
vision  of  war  vessels  for  defence  of 
S.  Australia.  S.  Australia  Pari. 
Proc.  1882,  App.  30.  See  official 
report  on  reorganisation  of  volunteer 
force  in  N.  Zealand,  presented  in 
1882,  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1882, 
H.  10  ;  also  reports  .  and  suggestions 
relative  to  defences  of  Victoria, 
Viet.  Pari.  Pap.  1882-83,  No.  34. 

e  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 
1877,  p.  43. 


Australian 

defence. 


398  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 
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Defence 
in  New 
Zealand. 


The  intercolonial  conference  held  at  Sydney,  in  January,  1882, 
discussed  the  question  of  military  and  naval  defences,  but  could 
only  agree  in  undertaking  to  urge  on  the  local  governments  to 
fortify  and  defend  the  seaports  in  Australia,  leaving  to  the  Imperial 
government  the  naval  defence  of  these  colonies.*1 

In  October,  1877,  Sir  William  F.  D.  Jervois  (who,  in  addition  to 
his  duties  in  connection  with  the  special  engineering  service  above 
mentioned,  had  been  appointed  governor  of  South  Australia)  inti¬ 
mated  to  the  governor  of  New  Zealand  (the  Marquis  of  Normanby) 
his  purpose  of  visiting  that  colony,  upon  a  tour  of  inspection  of  the 
coasts  and  harbours  thereof,  pursuant  to  the  desire  expressed  by  the 
preceding  administration.  To  assist  him  in  this  undertaking,  Sir 
W.  Jervois  requested  that  a  government  steamer  might  be  placed  at 
his  disposal. 

Lord  Normanby  referred  this  request  to  Sir  George  Grey,  the 
premier  of  New  Zealand,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  answer  which 
ministers  desired  should  be  given  to  it.  Whereupon,  his  excellency 
was  informed  that  the  government  steamer  was  required  for  other 
purposes,  and  could  not  be  spared.  This  ‘  curt  answer  ’  was  after¬ 
wards  explained  to  mean  that,  in  the  present  state  of  the  colonial 
finances,  ministers  deemed  it  to  be  inexpedient  to  incur  the  expense 
attending  the  proposed  examination  of  the  harbours,  and  preferred 
that  the  inspection  should  be  postponed.  The  governor  consented 
to  convey  this  conclusion  to  Sir  W.  Jervois,  but  expressed  his  deep 
regret  that  his  ministers  should  have  acted,  in  a  matter  of  public 
importance,  in  a  manner  so  ‘  little  calculated  to  raise  the  credit  of 
the  colony  abroad.’  He  also  requested  that  the  correspondence 
between  himself  and  the  premier,  on  this  subject,  should  be  com¬ 
municated  to  parliament  without  delay  ;  a  request  which  was 
immediately  complied  with.? 

On  December  5,  following,  a  motion  was  made  in  the  legislative 
council  that  it  is  desirable  that  the  council  should  be  informed  what 
are  the  duties  for  which  the  government  steamer  would  be  required, 
so  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  place  it  at  the  disposal  of  Sir  William 
Jervois,  for  the  proposed  examination  of  the  colonial  harbours.  In 
amendment,  it  was  proposed  to  add  Avords  expressing  regret  that 
the  present  government  has  declined  to  give  effect  to  the  arrange¬ 
ment  made  by  the  governor,  on  the  advice  of  the  preceding  adminis¬ 
tration,  to  obtain  a  report  on  the  defence  of  the  colony  from  Sir 
M .  JerA'ois.  Both  motions,  however,  were  by  leave  withdrawn.11 

No  action  was  taken  by  the  house  of  representatives  upon  the 

f  See  ante,  p.  261 .  h  N.  Zealand  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 

e  N.  Zealand  House  of  Rep.  1877,  p.  234. 

Jour.  1877,  App.  v.  1,  A.  6. 
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governor’s  message.  But,  on  December  10,  the  governor  wrote  to 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  inclosing  the  correspondence 
with  his  ministers,  and  justifying  his  own  action  by  expressing  a 
wish  that  Sir  W.  Jervois’s  visit  should  be  postponed  indefinitely, 
rather  than  that  his  work  should  not  be  facilitated,  and  due  con¬ 
sideration  manifested  towards  him.  This  course  was  approved  by 
the  colonial  secretary.1 

However,  in  May,  1878,  in  view  of  the  menacing  aspect  of  affairs 
in  Europe,  the  New  Zealand  ministers  applied  to  the  home  govern¬ 
ment  for  a  suitable  armament  for  the  defence  of  the  principal 
harbours  of  the  island,  to  be  supplied  at  the  expense  of  the  colony, 
the  total  cost  of  which  was  estimated  at  forty-four  thousand  pounds.! 

In  1885  the  imminence  of  war  with  Russia  gave  a  spur  to  the 
volunteer  and  defence  forces  in  New  Zealand.  Thirty-seven  addi¬ 
tional  corps  were  added  to  the  strength  of  the  colony  in  that  year. 
Besides  this  force  there  is  the  nucleus  of  a  permanent  militia. 
Batteries  have  been  erected  and  submarine  mining  stations  con¬ 
structed  along  the  coast  and  harbours.  The  total  expenditure  in 
harbour  defences  to  March,  1889,  amounted  to  the  large  sum  of 
442,000f.k 

In  furtherance  of  a  desire  expressed  at  tlie  colonial 
conference  held  in  London  in  1887,  that  an  Imperial 
officer  of  high  standing  should  be  appointed  to  advise 
the  Australian  governments  as  to  a  uniform  organisation 
of  their  local  forces,  with  the  object  of  joint  co-operation 
in  case  of  necessity,  Major-General  Edwards,  E.E.,  C.B., 
was  sent  by  the  Imperial  authorities  in  1889  to  inspect 
and  report  upon  the  forces  and  defences  of  these 
colonies.1 

Major-General  Edwards,  after  having  reported  in 
detail  to  each  of  the  governments  respectively  on  the 
condition  of  their  military  forces  and  means  of  defence, 
as  he  found  them,  pointing  out  their  defects,  and 
suggesting  remedies  necessary  for  their  removal,  dealt, 
in  an  attached  memorandum,  with  general  questions 

!  N.  Zealand  Off.  Gaz.  1878,  p.  k  Australian  Handbook,  1890, 
912.  p.  449. 

J  N.  Zealand  Jour.  July  20,  1878,  1  For  Gen.  Edwards’s  Report  on 

App.  thereto,  v.  1,  A.  3.  And  see  Australian  Military  Forces,  see  Com. 
N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  30,  p.  843.  Pap.  1890,  v.  49,  p.  85. 
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Australian  affecting  tlie  military  system  of  Australia  as  a  whole. 

Opposed  to  the  prevailing  method  of  purely  local 
administration  and  defence,  he  advocated  a  uniform 
system  of  military  organisation  throughout,  so  that  the 
troops  of  the  different  colonies  might  act  as  a  united 
force  in  the  field,  and  so  be  in  readiness  to  repel  in¬ 
vasion  at  any  given  point.  After  dealing  exhaustively 
with  the  subject,  he  summarised  his  proposals  as 
follows : — 

1.  Federation  of  the  forces. 

2.  An  officer  of  the  rank  of  lieutenant-general  to 
be  appointed,  to  advise  and  inspect  in  peace  and  com¬ 
mand  in  war. 

3.  A  uniform  system  of  organisation  and  armament, 
and  a  common  defence  act. 

4.  Amalgamation  of  the  permanent  forces  into  a 
4  fortress  corps.’ 

5.  A  federal  military  college  for  the  education  of 
the  officers. 

6.  The  extension  of  the  rifle  clubs. 

7.  A  uniform  gauge  for  the  railways. 

8.  A  federal  small-arm  manufactory,  gun  wharf,  and 
ordnance  stores. 

In  urging  the  necessity  of  a  federal  military  college, 
the  general  pays  a  tribute  to  the  Canadian  royal  military 
college.  He  says  : — 


‘Nothing  is  more  necessary  for  the  efficiency  of  an  army  than  the 
proper  education  of  its  officers,  but  at  present  no  means  exist  in 
Australia  to  meet  this  important  want.  Canada  was  formerly  in 
the  same  difficulty  before  she  was  federated,  and  it  was  only  overcome 
by  the  establishment  of  the  royal  military  college  at  Kingston. 
Having  had  personal  experience  of  the  officers  educated  there,  I  can 
testify  to  the  excellence  of  their  instruction.  In  addition  to  the 
primary  object  of  the  college,  the  course  affords  a  thoroughly 
practical,  scientific,  and  sound  training  in  all  branches  essential  to  a 
high  and  general  modern  education.  The  tendency  of  it  has  been 
to  cause  the  students  to  feel  a  greater  pride  in  their  country,  and  to 
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look  at  it  from  the  broad  standpoint  of  Canadians,  whose  aspirations 
are  not  circumscribed  by  the  limits  of  a  municipality.  A  college 
such  as  this  would  be  eminently  adapted  for  the  education  of  the 
officers  of  the  Australian  forces.’  m 

Iii  connection  with  the  new  Imperial  policy  which 
requires  the  colonies  of  Great  Britain  to  share  in  the 
responsibility  of  tlieir  own  defence,  an  act  was  passed 
by  the  Imperial  parliament  in  1865,  £  to  enable  the 
several  colonial  possessions  of  her  Majesty  the  Queen 
to  make  better  provision  for  naval  defence,  and  to  that 
end  to  provide  and  man  vessels  of  war,  and  also  to 
raise  a  volunteer  force  to  form  part  of  the  royal  naval 
reserve,  established  under  the  act  of  parliament  of  1859 
(22  &  23  Yic.  c.  40),  and  accordingly  to  be  available 
for  general  service  in  the  royal  navy  in  emergency.’  n 

This  act  empowers  the  colonial  legislatures  to  provide, 
at  their  own  cost,  vessels  of  war,  weapons,  seamen,  and 
volunteers,  for  their  own  defence  ;  and  permits  the  co¬ 
lonies  to  place  at  the  disposal  of  the  Crown  ships  of  war 
and  seamen  for  Imperial  service. 

The  whole  cost  of  such  defensive  operations  to  be 
undertaken  by  the  colonies,  but  the  proposed  arrange¬ 
ments  to  be  made  by  them  in  connection  with  the  home 
government  by  means  of  orders  in  council. 

And  herein  it  should  be  observed,  that  by  a  circular 
despatch  from  the  colonial  office,  of  December  3, 1880, 
the  great  importance  of  securing  uniformity  of  arma¬ 
ments  in  the  Imperial  and  colonial  services  is  impressed 
upon  all  self-governing  colonies,  and  their  co-operation 
therein  with  the  mother  country  is  invited.  The  sug¬ 
gestion  emanated  from  the  royal  commission  on  the 
defence  of  British  possessions  abroad.0 


m  Com.  Pap.  1890,  v.  49,  p.  108.  p.  114. 

For  opinion  of  the  colonial  defence  n  28  Vic.  c.  14. 

committee  on  suggestions  contained  0  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1881, 

in  Gen.  Edwards’s  Report,  see  ib.  App.  A.  2,  p.  19. 
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Naval  The  colonies  of  New  South  Wales,  Queensland, 

Australia?  South  Australia,  and  Victoria  appropriate  consider¬ 
able  sums  of  money  for  the  purchase,  maintenance,  and 
equipment  of  ships  and  munitions  of  war,  and  also  for 
the  formation  of  volunteer  naval  brigades ;  but,  as  yet, 
very  little  has  been  done  in  the  colonies  generally  to 
carry  out  the  objects  contemplated  by  the  colonial 
naval  defence  act.p 

By  the  Imperial  defence  act,  51  &  52  Vic.  c.  32,  a 
compact  was  made  between  the  Imperial  and  Austra¬ 
lasian  governments  to  maintain,  equip,  and  man  five 
cruisers  and  two  torpedo  gunboats,  at  joint  expense, 
to  protect  the  floating  trade  in  the  Australian  waters, 
and  provide  defence  of  certain  ports  and  coaling 
stations.  Of  these  vessels,  three  cruisers  and  one  gun¬ 
boat  are  to  be  kept  continually  in  commission,  the 
remainder  to  be  held  in  reserve,  irrespective  of  the 
usual  strength  of  her  Majesty’s  naval  force  employed 
at  the  Australian  station.  The  act  stipulates  that  these 
sea-going  ships  shall  be  furnished  by  the  Imperial 
government,  the  colonies  to  pay  5  per  cent,  interest 
annually  on  the  prime  cost,  which  sum  is  not  to  exceed 
35,000/.  in  a  year.  The  colonies  in  addition  bearing 
the  actual  charges  of  their  maintenance,  including  re¬ 
tired  pay  to  officers  and  pensions  to  men,  providing 
that  the  annual  cost  does  not  exceed  91,000/.  The 
ships  to  be  under  the  sole  control  and  orders  of  the 
naval  commander-in-chief  on  the  Australasian  station, 
but  to  be  retained  within  the  limits  of  that  station,  and 
only  otherwise  employed  by  consent  of  the  colonial 
governments.  The  agreement  to  become  binding 
between  the  governments  so  soon  as  the  colonial  lecfis- 

p  See  Lord  Norton’s  paper  in  the  Brassey)  before  the  Royal  Colonial 
Nineteenth  Cent.  v.  G,p.  177.  And  the  Institute  on  June  7, 1878.  See  also 
instructive  paper  on  a  Colonial  Naval  Payne  on  the  Colonies,  in  the  Eng- 
Volunteer  Force,  read  by  Thomas  lish  Citizen  Series,  188B. 

Brassey,  Escp,  M.P.,  (now  Lord 
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latures  shall  have  passed  special  appropriations  for  the  Naval 
fulfilment  of  its  conditions.  Australia!1 


Besides  this  joint  naval  equipment,  the  following  Australian 
colonies  possess  a  naval  contingent  of  their  own,  viz.  : — 


VICTORIA. 


Cerberus  . 
Victoria  . 
Albert 
Nelson 
Batman  . 
Fawlcner  . 
Gannet 
Lady  Loch 


Armour-plated  twin-screw. 

Twin  screw  steel  gunboat. 

>5  5?  33  33 

Wooden  frigate  screw. 
Twin-screw  harbour  trust  dredge. 

33  33  33  33  33 

Tugboat. 

Customs  steamer. 


Torpedo  boats  : 

Childers  ;  Nepean  :  Lonsdale  :  Commissioner :  Customs  :  Gordon. 


QUEENSLAND. 

Steel  twin-screws  : 

Gayicndah  :  Paluma :  Otter. 

Torpedo  boats  : 

Midge  :  Mosquito  : 

NEW  SOUTH  WALES. 
Wolverene  .  Wooden  steam  corvette.  . 

Torpedo  boats  : 

Acheron :  Avernus. 


SOUTH  AUSTRALIA. 
Protector  .  .  Twin-screw  steel  cruiser.9 


The  Canadian  government  possesses  a  small  fleet  of  in 
armed  cruisers  for  service  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  Ca 
and  the  great  lakes,  for  the  protection  of  the  dominion 
fisheries  against  encroachments  by  unlawful  depreda¬ 
tors  ;  also  for  lighthouse  service.  Besides  this  effective 


9  Navy  List,  1892;  Year  Book  of  Australia,  1892,  p.  716. 
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force  there  is  a  very  large  number  of  seafaring  men — - 
estimated  at  over  sixty-tliree  thousand — employed  in 
the  fisheries  proper,  in  addition  to  an  untold  number 
of  shore  fishermen,  that  would,  if  enrolled  in  the 
naval  reserve  of  the  empire,  contribute  greatly  to  the 
national  strength.  But  hitherto  no  practical  measures 
have  been  taken  to  organise  this  valuable  material  and 
to  train  it  for  effective  service,  as  contemplated  by  the 
Imperial  act  of  1859/ 

The  Canadian  fleet  for  the  protection  of  the  fisheries  is  composed 
of  the  following  armed  cruisers  : — 

Screw  steamers  : 

Arcadia :  Constance;  Curlevj ;  La  Canaclxenne  ;  Petrel;  and 

Stanley. 

Sailing  schooners : 

Kingfisher  and  Vigilant. 

The  colonial  defence  committee  of  the  Imperial  war 
office  advised  tl*e  purchase  by  the  dominion  govern¬ 
ment  of  heavy  artillery,  to  be  mounted  on  defensive 
works  at  the  principal  Atlantic  seaports.  And  the 
general  officer  in  command  of  the  Canadian  militia  (Sir 
E.  Selby  Smyth)  in  1879,  in  his  fifth  annual  report  to 
the  minister  of  militia,  urged  upon  the  government  of 
Canada  the  expediency  of  passing  an  act  through  the 
dominion  parliament,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of 
the  colonial  naval  defence  act  above  mentioned.  He 
also  recommended  the  purchase  of  the  armament  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  colonial  defence  committee — remarking 
that  the  Imperial  authorities  had  already  contributed 
liberally  to  the  defence  of  the  Pacific  coast  of  British 
Columbia ;  and  that,  it  the  dominion  government  would 


r  Canada  Statistical  Year  Book, 
compiled  by  S.  C.  D.  Roper,  1890,  p. 
370.  See  the  important  suggestions 
in  Mr.  Brassey’s  paper,  referred  to 


m  the  previous  note,  and  in  the  dis¬ 
cussion  which  ensued  upon  it.  Pro¬ 
ceedings  Royal  Col.  Inst.  v.  9  dd 
355-385.  ’  W 
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complete  tlie  work  on  the  Atlantic  seaboard,  ‘  the  gates 
of  Canada,  from  both  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  oceans, 
would  be  pretty  well  locked  and  bolted.’ s  In  the  same 
report,  this  officer  recapitulates  various  suggestions — 
for  the  permanent  organisation  of  the  Canadian  militia 
force,  and  in  regard  to  works  of  defence — which  he 
had  made  in  previous  years,  with  a  view  to  solicit  ‘  the 
grave  consideration  of  what  is  due  to  that  state  of 
military  preparation  which  the  teaching  of  history 
proves  to  be  incumbent  upon  all  nations.’  * 

On  September  8,  1879,  a  royal  commission  was  appointed  to 
inquire  into  the  condition  and  sufficiency  of  the  means,  both  naval 
and  military,  provided  for  the  defence  of  the  more  important  sea¬ 
ports  within  our  colonial  possessions  and  their  dependencies,  and 
as  to  the  stations  which  might  be  required  in  our  colonies  for  re¬ 
fitting  or  repairing  the  ships  of  the  navy,  and  protecting  our  com¬ 
merce.  But  the  results  of  inquiry  by  this  commission  were  not 
submitted  to  parliament. 

In  1888  a  committee  was  appointed  by  the  secretary  of  state 
for  war  to  consider  proposals  for  the  fortification  and  armament  of 
the  military  ports  of  Malta  and  Gibraltar  and  likewise  the  home 
mercantile  ports.  Attention  is  drawn  in  the  report  to  the  relative 
importance  and  approximate  cost  of  the  works  and  armaments 
necessary  to  the  proper  defence  of  these  stations." 


s  See  his  report,  Canada  Sess. 
Pap.  1879,  No.  5,  p.  23. 

*  lb.  p.  17.  See  also  valuable 
papers,  by  Capt.  J.  C.  R.  Colomb, 
read  before  the  Royal  Colonial  In¬ 
stitute,  in  1873,  on  Colonial  Defence ; 
in  1877,  on  Imperial  and  Colonial 
Responsibilities  in  War;  and  in 
1882,  by  Mr.  G-.  S.  Baden-Powell, 
on  Imperial  Defence  of  the  whole 
Empire.  Likewise  an  elaborate 


paper,  reviewing  the  naval  and 
military  resources  of  the  colonies, 
read  before  the  Royal  United  Ser¬ 
vice  Institution  by  Capt.  J.  C.  R. 
Colomb,  in  March  and  April,  1879, 
and  the  discussion  thereon,  by  emi¬ 
nent  naval  and  military  officers,  in 
the  journal  of  the  institution,  v.  23, 
pp.  413-479. 

u  Com.  Pap.  1888,  v.  25,  p.  45. 
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CHAPTER  XIII. 

IMPERIAL  DOMINION  EXERCISABLE  OVER  SELF-GOVERNING 
COLONIES  :  BY  THE  SUPREMACY  OF  THE  CROWN,  AND  OF 
THE  CIVIL  POWER  IN  ECCLESIASTICAL  MATTERS. 

In  England,  the  supreme  human  authority,  under  Christ, 
in  all  jurisdiction  which  is  of  a  coercive  character, 
whether  spiritual  or  temporal,  over  all  persons  and  in 
all  causes,  ecclesiastical  as  well  as  civil,  is  vested  in  the 
sovereign.® 

The  canons  framed  by  the  established  church,  in  her 
convocation  and  synods,  have  no  obligatory  force  until 
they  receive  the  assent  of  the  sovereign,  by  whose  pub¬ 
lic  authority,  as  soon  as  they  are  confirmed  and  ratified 
by  parliament,  they  become  law,  and  are  binding  upon 
the  subject.  And  not  only  are  all  laws  in  England 
which  have  an}^  exactive  and  coercive  authority,  whether 
civil  or  ecclesiastical,  acknowledged  by  the  most  emi¬ 
nent  theologians  to  be  the  laws  of  the  sovereign ;  but 
all  courts  wherein  the  law  is  administered,  whether 
ecclesiastical  or  civil,  are  strictly  speaking  courts  of 
the  Crown.  This  is  declared  by  the  statute  1  Edward 
^  I.  c.  1,  and  is  fully  set  forth  in  Bishop  Sanderson’s 
‘  Episcopacy  not  prejudicial  to  Royal  Power.’ b 


Church  of  England  Articles, 
No.  37  ;  Canons,  Nos.  1,  2,  and  36. 
Montagu  Burrows,  Parliament  and 
the  Church  of  England,  1875.  Glad¬ 
stone  on  the  Royal  Supremacy, 
3rd  ed.  1877.  Elliot,  The  State  and 


the  Church,  1882.  Kept,  of  Eccle¬ 
siastical  Courts  Com.  1883. 

b  Printed  in  London,  1673,  p.  47. 
And  see  a  paper  on  Ecclesiastical 
Courts,  in  Law  Mag.  4th  S.  v.  6, 
p.  248. 
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The  royal  prerogative  in  relation  to  the  established  ParUa-^ 
church  in  England  is  subject,  however,  to  the  control  of  control  in 
parliament.  Nothing  can  be  done  by  the  sovereign, 
either  with  or  without  the  consent  of  the  clergy,  to  alter  ters. 
the  jurisdiction  or  internal  government  of  the  established 
church,  except  by  the  sanction  and  co-operation  of 
parliament.0 

And  it  is  the  duty  of  parliament  to  see  that  the  laws 
for  the  settlement  and  discipline  of  the  national  church 
are  duly  enforced ;  and  to  protect  the  church  from  in¬ 
novations  within  its  pale,  as  well  as  from  injuries  with¬ 
out.  But,  hitherto,  parliament  has  refrained  from  any 
intrusion  into  doctrinal  matters,  which  are  obviously 
beyond  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  discuss  or 
determine. d 

The  rule  of  constitutional  law  which  requires  that 
the  prerogative  of  the  Crown,  in  matters  ecclesiastical, 
shall  be  exercised  within  the  limits  prescribed  by  parlia- 
liament  applies  with  equal  force  to  any  action  of  the 
Crown  in  relation  to  the  national  church  in  the  colonies. 

But,  in  conformity  with  the  principle  of  religious 
equality  which  is  now  recognised  as  governing  all  pub¬ 
lic  acts  of  the  Crown  and  parliament  which  affect  the 
colonies  of  Great  Britain,  the  Church  of  England  cannot 
be  regarded  as  an  ‘  established  church  in  any  British 
colony.  It  can  claim  no  superiority,  in  the  eye  of  the 
law,  over  other  religious  denominations  ;  but,  equally 
with  them,  must  be  considered  as  a  voluntary  associa¬ 
tion,  possessing  such  coercive  authority  only  over  its 
members  as  may  be  expressly  conferred  by  legislative 
enactment,  or  obtained  by  common  agreement  with 
them  or  with  any  of  them  who  are  placed  in  ministerial 

office. 


c  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt,  in  Eng¬ 
land,  v.  1,  p.  305,  new  ed.  p.  502. 
d  See  M.  Burrows  on  Parliament 


and  the  Church  of  England,  pp.  97, 
101,  129.  Lord  North,  Pari.  Hist, 
v.  17,  p.  272. 
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Formerly,  a  different  relation  existed  between  church 
and  state  in  the  British  colonies.  In  Canada,  by  the 
Imperial  act  31  Geo.  III.  c.  31,  passed  in  1791,  the 
Church  of  England  was  partially  established,  and  the 
‘  Protestant  clergy  ’  thereof  partially  endowed,  by  grants 
of  land  reserved  for  their  support. 

But  this  gave  rise  to  much  strife  and  controversy. 
Presbyterians  and  other  non-episcopal  communions 
claimed  equal  rights,  both  civil  and  religious,  in  the 
British  colonies  ;  and  this  claim  could  not  be  withstood 
or  gainsaid.  In  1840  the  judges  of  England  gave  a 
unanimous  opinion  to  the  House  of  Lords  4  that  the 
words  “  a  Protestant  clergy,”  in  the  statute  31  Geo.  III. 
c.  31,  are  large  enough  to  include,  and  that  they  do 
include,  other  clergy  than  those  of  the  Church  of  Eng¬ 
land.’  e 

This  opinion  of  the  judges  was  followed  by  the 
Imperial  statute  3  &  4  Aic.  c.  78,  to  provide  for  the 
sale  of  the  clergy  reserves  in  Canada,  and  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  the  proceeds  thereof ;  and,  in  1853,  by  another 
act  (the  16  Vic.  c.  21),  which  empowered  the  Canadian 
legislature  to  alter  the  appropriation  of  the  clergy  re¬ 
serves  under  the  act  aforesaid,  and  to  make  such  other 
provisions  as  might  seem  meet ;  provided  only  that  the 
life-interests  of  existing  incumbents  should  be  respected. 

Accordingly,  in  the  following  year,  the  legislature  of 
Canada  passed  an  act  (the  18  Yic.  c.  2)  which,  after 
making  provision  for  the  payment  of  the  annual  sti¬ 
pends  and  allowances  hitherto  charged  on  the  clero-y 
reserves,  during  the  lives  or  incumbency  of  the  existing 
recipients,  enacted  that  the  unappropriated  balance 
should  be  divided  among  the  several  municipalities 
throughout  the  province,  according  to  population. 
This  was  avowedly  done  in  order  ‘  to  remove  all  sem- 


e  Mir.  of  Par.  May  4,  1840. 
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blance  of  connection  between  church,  and  state  ’  in 
Canada.4  For  the  recognition  of  legal  equality  among 
all  religious  denominations  is  an  admitted  principle  of 
colonial  legislation. 

The  same  principle  of  disestablishment  and  disen- 
dowment  was  afterwards  enforced  in  other  British 
colonies. 

Consequent  upon  the  decision  of  the  privy  council, 
in  March  1865,  in  the  case  of  Dr.  Colenso,  first  bishop 
of  Natal,  in  South  Africa,  which  declared  that  the 
sovereign  had  no  power  to  issue  letters  patent,  profess¬ 
ing  to  create  episcopal  sees,  or  to  confer  diocesan  juris¬ 
diction  or  coercive  legal  authority  in  colonies  that  were 
in  possession  of  legislative  institutions,  the  Imperial 
government  determined  to  issue  no  more  letters  patent 
of  this  description.8 

Upon  the  death  of  Bishop  Colenso,  in  1883,  it  was 
claimed  on  behalf  of  the  diocese  of  Natal  that  this  was 
the  only  diocese  in  South  Africa  which  continued  in 
vital  organic  connection  with  the  Church  of  England  in 
the  mother  country ;  inasmuch  as  the  other  episcopal 
churches  in  South  Africa  have  repudiated  the  authority 
of  the  privy  council  as  the  judicial  interpreter  of  the 
standards  and  formularies  of  the  mother  Church  of 
England.11 

Wherever,  throughout  the  British  dominions,  it  has 
been  found  practicable  to  carry  out  the  principle  of 
religious  equality — by  the  disestablishment  of  any 
churches  previously  placed  by  law  upon  a  footing  of 
preference  or  superiority  over  other  religious  bodies, 


f  18  Vic.  c.  2,  sec.  3.  See  Re¬ 
ligious  Endowments  in  Canada. 
The  Clergy  Reserve  and  Rectory 
Questions ;  a  chapter  of  Canadian 
History,  by  Sir  Francis  Hincks, 
London,  1869.  And  see  a  paper  by 
the  Rev.  Edwin  Hatch,  ‘A  free 


Anglican  Church,’  in  Macmillan’s 
Mag.  v.  18,  p.  449. 

«  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p. 
309,  new  ed.  p.  507  ;  and  see  post, 

p.  413. 

h  See  The  Colonies,  Aug.  10, 
1883,  p.  16;  s ee  post,  p.  416. 
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and  by  refraining  from  any  exercise  of  prerogative  for 
the  creation  of  ecclesiastical  offices  or  the  appointment 
to  vacant  bishoprics — this  has  since  been  done. 

In  1869  and  subsequent  years  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment  notified  the  governors  of  the  colonies  in  the  West 
Indies,  in  Gibraltar,  in  Australia,  in  the  Mauritius,  and 
elsewhere,  of  their  intention  to  enforce  the  same  prin¬ 
ciple  of  religious  equality,  notwithstanding  that  it 
might  not  have  been  specially  sought  after  in  particular 
colonies.  Thus,  in  Jamaica,  where  the  majority  of  the 
population  objected  on  principle  to  state  endowments 
in  aid  of  religion,  they  have  been  entirely  withdrawn ; 
whilst  elsewhere,  as  in  Trinidad,  Barbadoes,  British 
Guiana,  the  Cape,  Lagos,  Gibraltar,  and  the  Mauritius, 
where  there  has  been  a  general  disposition  to  retain 
them,  the  government  have  acquiesced  therein,  provided 
that  the  endowment  should  be  distributed  equally 
amongst  all  denominations  who  were  willing  to  receive 
them.  This  policy  is  now  strictly  adhered  to  ;  and  all 
state  connection  in  any  colony,  either  with  episcopal, 
presbyterian,  or  other  churches,  conferring  upon  them 
a  preference  over  other  denominations,  has  ceased.1 

In  1873  the  Imperial  government,  in  accordance  with  their 
policy  in  regard  to  religious  endowments,  resolved  to  sever  the  con¬ 
nexion  which  heretofore  existed  between  the  Crown  and  chaplains 
at  consular  stations  abroad,  by  withdrawing  the  allowance  in  aid  of 
their  support  granted  under  the  act  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  87.  This  deter¬ 
mination  met  with  much  opposition.  In  1874  a  committee  of  the 
House  of  Commons  was  appointed  to  consider  the  case,  and  on 
July  9,  1875,  the  attention  of  the  house  was  called  to  the  report  of 
this  committee,  and  it  was  moved  to  resolve  that  the  adherence  of 
the  government  to  this  policy,  in  respect  to  consular  chaplains,  was 
uncalled-for  and  inexpedient,  and  ought  to  be  reconsidered.  But, 
after  debate,  the  motion  was  negatived.! 


1  Com.  Pap.  1871,  v.  48,  p.  565 ;  501,  512.  And  see  Hans.  D.  v.  220, 
ib.  1873,  v.  50,  p.  9,  v.  48,  p.  581 ;  p.  700;  v.  228,  p.  767;  v.  230,  p. 
ib.  1874,  v.  7,  p.  509;  ib.  1877,  v.  1399. 

61,  p.  149;  ib.  1883,  v.  45,  pp.  444,  J  Ib.  v.  225,  p.  1250. 
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In  1881  the  principle  of  withdrawing  state  grants  from  the 
clergy  was  applied  to  the  island  of  Ceylon.  The  representatives  of 
the  old  Dutch  church  claimed  exemption  from  this  decision,  because 
of  the  terms  of  the  treaty  of  capitulation,  in  1796.  But,  after  con¬ 
sulting  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  the  secretary  of  state  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  Imperial  policy  must  prevail,  and  that  the  particular 
article  of  the  treaty  in  question  ‘  could  not  be  deemed  binding  upon 
the  British  government  for  all  time  and  in  all  circumstances.’  k  In 
the  same  year,  the  Imperial  government  resolved  to  discontinue  all 
contributions  out  of  the  public  funds  to  the  Church  of  England  in 
Labuan  and  the  Straits  Settlements.  But  five  years’  grace  was 
allowed  both  in  this  instance,  and  to  the  church  in  Ceylon.1  Sub¬ 
sequently,  however,  in  view  of  the  decided  and  unanimous  expression 
of  opinion  by  the  legislative  council  at  Singapore,  against  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  the  existing  moderate  endowment  of  the  Church  of  Eng¬ 
land  in  the  Straits  Settlements,  the  Imperial  government  agreed  not 
to  press  the  matter  any  further.111 


With¬ 
drawal 
of  state 
aid  to 
colonial 
clergy. 


It  now  devolves  upon  tlie  clergy  and  laity  of  the  Episcopal 
Anglican  communion  in  the  several  British  colonies,  tioninThe 
with  such  assistance  as  may  be  indispensable  from  local  colonies, 
legislation,  to  make  their  own  arrangements  for  securing 
an  effective  episcopal  organisation  of  their  respective 
churches.  Synods  of  colonial  churches,  however, 
cannot  without  statutable  authority  assume  any  juris¬ 
diction  beyond  that  which  they  may  exercise  by  the 
voluntary  consent  of  their  own  members  and  of  the 
members  of  the  congregations  in  their  respective  com¬ 
munions.  In  order  to  clothe  church  synods  with  neces¬ 
sary  corporate  powers,  it  is  customary  to  apply  to  the 
colonial  parliaments  for  acts  of  incorporation.11 

Several  acts  incorporating  the  synods  of  the  various  dioceses  of 
the  Church  of  England  in  Canada  have  been  passed  by  the  legisla¬ 
tures  of  the  Canadian  provinces,  before  and  since  confederation. 

Before  confederation  an  act  for  enabling  the  clergy  of  the  Canadian 
dioceses  of  the  Church  of  England  to  meet  in  .synod  was  passed 
in  1856  (19  &  20  Yic.  c.  141).  After  confederation,  this  act  was 


k  Com.  Pap.  1881,  v.  65,  p.  66.  n  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt,  in  Eng 

1  lb.  1882,  v.  46,  p.  638.  v.  1,  p.  313,  new  ed.  p.  512. 

m  lh.  p.  639. 


412  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Consecra¬ 
tion  of  co¬ 
lonial  bi¬ 
shops  in 
England. 


Episcopal 
church  in 
Australia. 


extended  to  other  dioceses,  by  provincial  legislation.0  Similar  acts 
have  also  been  passed  on  behalf  of  the  Presbyterians,  Wesleyan 
Methodists,  and  other  denominations.!* 


While  the  Crown  has  withdrawn  from  any  interfer¬ 
ence  in  the  choice  and  appointment  of  colonial  bishops, 
it  is  still  necessary  to  obtain  a  mandate  from  the  sove¬ 
reign  where  it  is  proposed  to  consecrate  a  colonial 
bishop  in  England  by  bishops  of  the  established  church. 
This  mandate,  however,  confers  no  territorial  title, 
designation,  or  jurisdiction  upon  the  bishop  wdiose  con¬ 
secration  it  sanctions ;  but  leaves  all  such  questions  to 
be  disposed  of  by  those  who  may  voluntarily  submit 
themselves  to  his  jurisdiction.  He  may,  indeed,  receive 
from  the  archbishop  of  Canterbury  a  commission  as¬ 
signing  him  a  sphere  of  action.4  But  he  must  obtain 
from  the  local  legislature  all  necessary  powers  for  church 
organisation. 

On  Jan.  10,  1872,  the  bishop  of  Sydney  (New  South 
Wales)  addressed  a  letter  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies,  expressing  the  earnest  desire  of  the  episcopal 
church  in  Australia  to  maintain,  as  far  as  possible,  its 
connexion  with  the  mother  church  in  England.  To 


°  See  Ontario  Stat.  1868-9,  p. 
264, 1874,  2nd  sess.  p.  244.  Quebec 
Stat.  1868,  p.  112,  1871,  p.  42. 
Extended  to  Nova  Scotia  by  Can. 
Act  1870,  c.  57,  and  to  N.  Bruns¬ 
wick  by  Can.  Act  1871,  c.  58.  To 
Manitoba  and  NAV.  territories  by 
Manitoba  Act  1876,  c.  27,  and  to 
Saskatchewan  by  Dominion  Pari, 
in  1882.  In  the  previous  year  the 
bishop  of  Saskatchewan  received 
corporate  powers  to  hold  real  estate 
for  ecclesiastical  and  educational 
purposes  in  N.W.  territories  by  an 
ordinance  of  the  Lt.-Governor  in 
council  (No.  8  of  1881).  And  the 
province  of  British  Columbia,  in 
the  same  year  (stats,  c.  2)  incorpo¬ 
rated  the  bishops  of  the  three  dio- 
ceses  therein,  with  power  to  hold 


and  dispose  of  real  estate.  An  act 
was  passed  by  the  Quebec  legisla¬ 
ture  in  1882,  on  behalf  of  the 
church  society  of  the  diocese  of 
Quebec. 

p  See  Ontario  Stat.  1871-2,  p. 
369,  and  Ontario  Act  1874,  2nd 
sess.  p.  247 ;  and  the  Quebec  Act 
1875,  p.  212,  to  provide  for  Union 
of  Presbyterian  Churches  in  Canada. 
But  these  local  acts  were  pro¬ 
nounced  ultra  vires  of  the  pro¬ 
vincial  legislatures  by  the  Privy 
Council  (see  post,  p.  479),  and 
similar  legislation  was  afterwards 
obtained  from  the  dominion  parlia¬ 
ment  in  1882. 

q  Com.  Pap.  1873,  v.  48,  p.  907 ; 
ib.  1882,  v.  46,  p.  637. 
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this  end  lie  proposed  that  while  colonial  synods  should 
continue  to  nominate  clergy  to  till  vacant  sees,  her 
Majesty  should  be  advised  to  grant  license  to  the  arch¬ 
bishop  of  Canterbury  to  consecrate,  and  therein  to 
name  the  diocese  to  which  the  bishop  should  be  as¬ 
signed.  Of  late  years  the  royal  license  had  merely 
specified  that  ‘  the  party  is  to  be  consecrated  to  be  a 
bishop  in  such  or  such  a  colony,  or  sometimes  in  her 
Majesty’s  colonial  possessions.’  This  had  given  rise  to 
a  difficulty  respecting  the  succession,  by  an  incoming 
bishop,  to  church  property  held  by  his  predecessor. 

This  letter,  moreover,  pointed  to  the  need  of  Impe¬ 
rial  legislation  to  define  and  regulate  the  status  of  priests 
aud  deacons  ordained  in  the  colonies. 

The  under-secretary  of  state,  in  reply,  informed  the 
bishop  that  Lord  Kimberley  was  not  prepared  to  recom¬ 
mend  a  departure  from  the  course  hitherto  observed 
and  ajiproved  by  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  under 
which,  in  conformity  with  the  decision  of  the  privy 
council,  above  mentioned,  her  Majesty  would  be  advised 
to  refrain  in  future  from  appointing  a  bishop,  in  any 
colony  possessing  legislative  institutions,  without  the 
sanction  of  the  legislature.  She  will,  however,  be  ad¬ 
vised,  at  the  request  of  the  archbishop  of  Canterbury, 
to  issue  mandates  to  authorise  episcopal  consecrations, 
by  bishops  in  England,  without  assigning  any  particular 
diocese  to  the  new  bishops.  Bishops  may  be  consecrated 
in  the  colonies  without  a  royal  mandate  ;  and  the  colo¬ 
nial  episcopate  must  secure  their  position,  in  respect  to 
endowments  and  otherwise,  by  voluntary  agreement,  or 
local  legislation,  as  may  be  most  convenient  and  practi¬ 
cable. 

Nevertheless,  the  urgent  need  of  some  legislation, 
whether  local  or  Imperial,  to  determine  the  question  of 
ecclesiastical  property,  and  the  right  of  the  Anglican 
churches  in  those  colonies  where  the  matter  has  not 
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been  already  disposed  of  to  retain  lands  and  other  pro¬ 
perty  originally  granted  4  for  ecclesiastical  purposes  in 
connexion  with  the  Church  of  England,’  in  particular 
colonies,  has  been  strikingly  exemplified  by  the  decision, 
on  Aug.  25,  1880,  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  in  the  case  of  4  The  Bishop  of  Grahamstown 
v.  Dean  Williams.’  This  judgment  declares  that  4  the 
church  of  the  province  of  South  Africa  ’  is  separated 
4  root  and  branch  ’  from  the  mother  church  of  England, 
inasmuch  as,  by  its  constitution,  the  colonial  church  has 
declared  itself  independent  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
privy  council  (a  tribunal  which  is  practically  competent 
to  decide  questions  of  faith  and  doctrine,  which  may 
arise  in  the  established  church. )r  The  episcopal  church 
in  South  Africa  is  accordingly  held  by  the  supreme 
court  to  be  debarred  from  claiming  possession  of  any 
church  property  which  is  held  in  trust  for  the  Church 
of  England  in  the  colony!  Meanwhile,  a  circular 
despatch  was  addressed  by  the  secretary  of  state  to  the 
governors  of  colonies,  to  inquire  into  the  opinion  enter¬ 
tained  as  to  the  necessity  for  Imperial  legislation  on  the 
subject  of  church  property  therein.  The  reply  received 
from  the  governor  of  Queensland  was  to  the  effect  that 
such  Imperial  legislation  was  not  required,  as  the  local 
legislature  was  fully  able  to  deal  with  these  matters, 
upon  application  from  the  Church  of  England  in  the 
colony!  This  opinion  was  concurred  in  by  the  other 
Australian  colonies,  by  Canada,  and  by  nearly  all  the 
colonies  in  possession  of  representative  institutions." 

As  concerning  the  status  of  colonial  clergy,  the 


r  See  jiost,  p.  418. 
s  See  London  Guardian,  Oct. 
20,  1880,  p.  142G.  Literary  Church¬ 
man,  Oct.  15,  p.  430. 

I  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 
1874,  p.  337. 

II  See  Corresp.  on  Fiduciary  Pro¬ 


perty  of  Colonial  Bishops,  Com. 
Pap.  1874,  v.  44,  p.  463.  And  see 
two  letters  on  Legal  Growth  of 
Colonial  Episcopate,  by  Lord  Blach- 
ford,  in  London  Guardian,  Dec.  13 
and  27,  1882. 


SUPREMACY  OVER  ECCLESIASTICAL  MATTERS.  415 


government  intimated  that  they  would  not  object  to  the 
colonial  clergy  being  placed  on  a  similar  footing  to  the 
clergy  of  the  Scottish  episcopal  church,  under  the  act 
27  &  28  Yic.  c.  94 ;  but  they  were  not  then  prepared 
to  propose  legislation  on  the  subject/ 

In  1873  Lord  Blacliford  (formerly  Sir  F.  Rogers,  and 
under-secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies)  introduced  a 
bill  into  the  House  of  Lords  to  continue  the  ecclesiasti¬ 
cal  corporations  previously  established  in  any  British 
colony,  £  by  enabling  the  future  elected  bishops  to  suc¬ 
ceed  to  the  endowments  ’  of  the  bishops  appointed 
under  letters  patent ;  and  also  to  remove  the  legal  dis¬ 
ability  of  clergy  ordained  in  the  colonies  from  officiating 
or  holding  preferment  in  other  parts  of  the  empire.^ 
This  bill  passed  the  Lords,  but  was  dropped  in  the  Com¬ 
mons.  The  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  Cape 
Colony  was  sustained,  on  appeal,  by  the  judicial  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  privy  council,  in  June  1882/  The  legis¬ 
lature  is  the  only  authority  competent  to  settle  this 
question.  Accordingly,  in  1874  Lord  Blacliford’s  bill 
was  again  introduced,  and  became  law ;  but  with  the 
omission  of  the  clauses  affecting  the  devolution  ol 
church  property,  which  it  was  agreed  could  be  more 
suitably  dealt  with  by  the  local  legislatures/ 

It  is  unlikely  that  the  Imperial  parliament  will  enter¬ 
tain  any  further  proposals  for  legislation  affecting  eccle¬ 
siastical  questions  in  the  colonies. 

The  status  of  the  Anglican  church  in  the  British 
colonies  is  one  of  ecclesiastical  independence.  This 
was  the  natural  and  inevitable  outcome  of  the  decision 


r  New  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1872,  404. 

A.  No.  1,  a,  p.  31.  For  particulars  "  Hans.  D.  v.  216,  p.  484. 

of  previous  action  to  the  same  effect,  1  7  L.  R.  App.  Cas.  p.  484; 

which  proved  unsuccessful,  see  Todd,  L.  T.  Piep.  N.&.  v.  47,  p.  51. 

Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p.  314,  new  ed.  p.  y  lb.  v.  218,  p.  1804.  Act  37  & 

513  ;  Hans.  D.  v.  187,  pp.  256,  762 ;  38  Vic.  c.  77. 

Adderley,  Colonial  Policy,  pp.  395- 
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of  the  privy  council  in  1865,  in  the  case  of  Bishop 
Colenso,2  and  of  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in 
1867,  in  Forbes  v.  Eden.a  This  case  has  been  termed 
the  charter  of  colonial  church  independence.  It  esta¬ 
blishes  and  defines  the  powers  of  general  synods,  as 
being  supreme  in  all  matters  over  which  civil  courts 
have  no  jurisdiction.  It  is  confirmed  in  Upper  Canada 
by  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Dunnet  v.  Forneri,*5  which 
declares  that  the  court  of  chancery  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  the  excommunication 
of  an  individual,  there  being  no  question  of  property  or 
civil  rights  involved. 

The  Bishop  of  Wellington,  at  the  opening  of  his  dio¬ 
cesan  synod,  in  1873,  declared  that  the  Church  of  Eng¬ 
land  in  Hew  Zealand — or,  as  it  is  now  designated,  the 
Church  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Province  of  Hew  Zealand 
— ‘  is  a  branch  of  the  Catholic  church,  independent  of 
all  control  from  any  other  branch  of  the  church  what¬ 
ever.  Ho  other 'church  has  any  right  to  legislate  for 
it.  Ho  appeal  from  its  decisions  can  be  carried  to  the 
courts  of  any  other  church.  It  is  in  the  same  relation 
to  the  Church  of  England  as  the  church  of  Ireland  or 
the  church  of  America.’  It  is,  in  fact,  entirely  autono¬ 
mous  and  free,  subject  neither  to  the  authority  of 
church  or  state  in  the  mother  country,  or  even  to  the 
decisions  of  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council ; 
save  only  to  the  extent,  presently  to  be  considered,  to 
which  even  nonconformist  congregations  in  all  parts  of 
the  empire  are  amenable  to  that  tribunal.  The  free 
constitution  framed  in  1859  for  its  own  governance, 
under  the  authority  of  a  local  statute,  by  the  episcopal 
church  in  Hew  Zealand,  in  communion  with  the  mother 
church  in  England— -as  since  amended — was  afterwards 


“  L-  R.  Scot.  App.  v.  1,  p.  508. 
b  25  Grant  Ch.  Cas.  199. 


z  See  ante,  p.  409. 
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copied  by  other  episcopal  churches  in  Australia,  and 
will  doubtless  form  a  model  for  all  the  churches  of  the 
Anglican  confession  throughout  the  colonies.0 

The  Australian,  the  New  Zealand,  the  Canadian,  and 
the  South  African  episcopal  churches  now  each  possess 
a  distinct  and  complete  organisation.  Deriving  their 
mission  directly  from  the  Church  of  England,  they  stand 
to  that  communion  in  the  relation  of  daughters,  but  claim 
for  themselves  an  independent  and  a  self-reliant  position. 
They  have  still  to  agree  upon  some  common  spiritual 
tribunal,  to  which  questions  may  be  carried  on  appeal 
from  the  colonial  church. d 

Inasmuch  as  it  is  the  undoubted  prerogative  of  the 
Crown  to  entertain  appeals  in  all  colonial  causes,  any 
ecclesiastical  matters  in  dispute  in  any  colony,  which, 
prior  to  the  Act  25  Henry  VIII.  c.  19,  would  have  been 
referred  to  the  pope — and  any  doctrinal  matter  upon 
which  judgment  had  been  pronounced  by  a  colonial 
law  court — is  capable  of  being  adjudicated  upon  bjr 
the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council,  in  the  shape 
of  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  inferior  court. 
But  such  an  appeal  ‘  must  come  as  a  civil  question, 
raised  on  a  point  of  fact,  brought  from  the  civil  courts 
in  the  colonies  ’  to  the  supreme  legal  tribunal  in  the 
mother  country.6  And  the  judicial  committee  of  the 
privy  council  expressly  disclaim  having  any  ‘  jurisdic¬ 
tion  or  authority  to  decide  matters  of  faith  or  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  ought  in  any  particular  to  be  the  doctrine 


c  For  particulars  of  which  see 
the  Cont.  Rev.  v.  40,  p.  446 ;  Com. 
Pap.  1882,  v.  46,  p.  655.  Tucker’s 
Life  of  Bishop  Selwyn,  of  New  Zea¬ 
land  and  Lichfield,  v.  2,  c.  3.  ‘  Ec¬ 

clesiastical  Organisation ;  ’  Philli- 
more,  Ecclesiastical  Law,  v.  2,  part 
10,  c.  3  ;  ‘  The  Church  in  the  Colo¬ 
nies,’  p.  2230. 

d  See  Bishop  of  Tasmania’s 
letter  in  the  London  Guardian 


of  Oct.  5,  1881,  p.  1397. 

e  Hans.  D.  v,  186,  pp.  374-382. 
The  case  of  Long  v.  The  Bishop  of 
Cape  Town  was  an  appeal  to  the 
privy  council  from  the  supreme 
colonial  court,  Moore,  P.  C.  Cases, 
N.S.  v.  1,  p.  411.  See  also  the 
Guibord  Case,  Brown  v.  Cure,  &c., 
de  Montreal,  P.  C.  Appeals,  v.  6, 
pp.  157,  207. 
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of  the  Church  of  England.  Its  duty  extends  only  to  the 
consideration  of  that  which  is  by  law  established  to  be 
the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England,  upon  the  true 
and  legal  construction  of  her  articles  and  formularies.’ f 
Within  this  limit,  the  judicial  committee,  in  deciding 
upon  ecclesiastical  questions  affecting  the  established 
church  claim  to  pronounce  authoritatively  upon  ques¬ 
tions  of  faith  and  doctrine,  and  do  not  admit  of  appeals 
to  holy  scripture  in  opposition  either  to  the  articles  and 
formularies  of  the  church  or  to  the  provisions  of  an  act 
of  parliament.5 

American  law,  as  administered  in  the  several  states  of  the  union, 
and  by  the  federal  courts,  is  equally  decided  in  claiming  complete 
and  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  all  religious  societies,  upon  ques¬ 
tions  of  life,  liberty,  and  property,  whether  real  or  personal  estate, 
or  money,  in  the  hands  of  ecclesiastical  associations.  But  it  leaves 
all  spiritual  questions — whether  of  worship,  doctrine,  discipline,  or 
membership — to  the  exclusive  decision  of  the  religious  body  itself  ; 
save  only  where  it  may  be  necessary  to  deal  with  such  questions,  in 
order  to  decide  upon  a  matter  of  civil  rights.11 

No  ecclesiastical  body  in  the  empire  may  deny  the 
authority  of  the  civil  courts  to  inquire  whether,  in  a 
particular  case,  the  acts  of  that  body  have  been  in  con¬ 
formity  and  agreement  with  its  own  laws,  or  whether 
such  acts  have  infringed  upon  some  civil  right  or  in¬ 
terest,  recognised  by  those  laws  or  by  the  laws  of  the 
land,  and  a  right  of  appeal  to  the  privy  council,  from 
the  decisions  of  the  local  court,  upon  any  such  ques¬ 
tion,  must  equally  exist.1 


f  Brooke,  Privy  Coun.  Judg¬ 
ments  (18721  pp.  35,  95.. 

6  See  article  on  Grahamstown 
Judgment  and  the  Judicial  Com¬ 
mittee  in  Church  Quar.  Rev.  15,  p. 
169. 

h  See  Green’s  Am.  Ed.  of  Brice 
on  Ultra  Vires,  Br.  Quar.  Rev.  v.  64, 
p.  414  ;  Catholic  Presb.  v.  4,  p.  260 ; 
Contemp.  Rev.  v.  39,  p.  416. 

1  See  anie,pp.  305-309.  See  judg¬ 


ments  of  Supreme  Court  of  British 
Columbia  on  Oct.  24, 1874,  and  May 
18,  1875,  to  give  effect  to  decision 
of  Bishop’s  Court  for  removal  from 
ecclesiastical  office  of  Rector  and 
Dean  of  Christ  Church  Cathedral, 
Victoria,  for  not  conforming  to  dis¬ 
cipline  and  government  of  Chinch  of 
England  in  the  Colony.  Printed  at 
Victoria,  1875. 
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In  respect  to  non-establislied  churches,  the  inter¬ 
ference  of  the  civil  power  is  justifiable  in  two  distinct 
classes  of  cases.  Firstly,  with  a  view  to  the  settlement 
of  questions  affecting  the  exercise  of  civil  rights  in  the 
religious  body  itself.  Secondly,  in  order  to  prevent 
any  encroachment,  by  one  religious  society,  upon  the 
rights  of  other  portions  of  the  community! 

Ecclesiastical  courts  with  temporal  jurisdiction — 
such  as  exist  in  the  mother  country — have  never  been 
introduced  into  the  British  colonies.  The  colonial 
legislatures  have  gradually  supplied  the  machinery  for 
determining  the  questions  which  in  England  are  dis¬ 
posed  of  by  such  tribunals.3* 

So  far  as  temporal  and  civil  rights  are  concerned, 
the  courts  of  law  have  jurisdiction  over  non-establislied 
churches ;  and  the  control  of  the  civil  power,  as  exer¬ 
cised  through  the  administration  of  the  judicial  office, 
may  be  properly  invoked  to  decide  questions  arising 
out  of  the  operation  of  rules  agreed  upon  for  the 
government  of  any  religious  society.  The  fact  that 
some  question  of  spiritual  rights  may  run  parallel  with 
the  civil  question  cannot  exonerate  the  courts  from  the 
duty  of  adjudicating  upon  matters  which  may  in¬ 
directly,  but  in  supposable  cases  must  substantially, 
involve  the  interpretation  of  the  ecclesiastical  laws  of 
the  particular  community! 

The  source  of  the  authority  of  the  Croivn  in  eccle- 


j  Amos, Fifty YearsofEng. Const.  (Ontario),  v.  26,  p.  488. 
p.  111.  And  see  Imperial  Act  34  k  Stokes,  Const,  of  Colonies,  p. 
&  35  Vic.  c.  40,  to  regulate  the  204 ;  Am.  Southern  Law  Rev.  N.S. 
proceedings  and  powers  of  the  Pri-  v.  7,  p.  629. 

mitive  Wesleyan  Methodist  Society  1  Elliot,  State  and  Church,  p. 
of  Ireland.  And  see  Forbes®.  Eden,  163;  Innes,  Law  of  Creeds  in  Scot- 
1  House  of  Lords  Cases  (Scotch  land.  And  see  Mr.  Gladstone  on 
Appeals),  568;  J.  Johnston  v.  The  the  Functions  of  Laymen  in  the 
Minister  and  Trustees  of  St.  An-  Church,  reprinted  in  his  ‘  Gleanings 
drew’s  Church,  Montreal,  1  Supreme  of  Past  Years,’  v.  6,  p.  1 :  Law  T. 
Court  of  Canada  Rep.  235;  Deeks  v.  70,  p.  75;  Grant,  Ont.  Cli.  Rep. 
v.  Davidson,  Grant  Chancery  Rep.  v.  25,  p.  199. 
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siastical  matters,  and  of  its  jurisdiction  in  the  last  re¬ 
sort  over  all  ecclesiastical  causes  that  may  come  before 
any  civil  court  within  the  realm,  is  to  be  found  in  the 
doctrine  of  the  royal  supremacy.  This  doctrine  is  a 
foundation  principle  of  the  English  constitution.  Ap¬ 
peals  to  Eome  were  originally  an  usurpation  of  the 
constitutional  rights  of  the  Crown.  They  were  for¬ 
bidden  before  the  reign  of  William  the  Conqueror,  and 
were  not  allowed  by  that  sovereign.  But  notwith¬ 
standing  statutory  prohibitions  they  began  to  be  made 
in  the  reign  of  Stephen,  and  became  increasingly  pre¬ 
valent  until  the  era  of  the  reformation,  when,  by  the 
act  24  Henry  VIII.  c.  12,  the  king’s  supremacy  was  re¬ 
asserted,  and  appeals  to  Borne  forbidden  under  penalty 
of  prgemunire.m  Subsequently,  this  principle  became 
interwoven  with  the  very  essence  of  the  monarchy 
itself ;  for,  by  the  act  of  settlement,  the  succession  to 
the  Crown  of  England  is  expressly  limited  to  protestant 
members  of  the  Church  of  England  ;  while,  by  previous 
enactment,  ecclesiastical  supremacy  had  been  conferred 
upon  the  Crown,  as  a  perpetual  protest  against  the 
assumption,  by  any  foreign  priest  or  potentate,  of  a 
right  to  exercise  coercive  power  or  pre-eminent  juris¬ 
diction  over  British  subjects.11 

This  principle  is  formally  enunciated  in  the  oaths  required  to  be 
taken  in  the  various  colonies  of  Great  Britain  by  the  governor  or 
other  chief  magistrate,  and  the  members  of  the  legislature.0 

The  statute  of  1  Elizabeth  c.  1,  known  as  the  act 
of  supremacy,  declares  that  no  foreign  prince,  person, 


m  See  Taswell-Langmead  in 
Law  Mag.  May  1881,  p.  ‘248. 

“  12  &  18  Will  III.  c.  2. 
Bailey,  Succession  to  the  English 
Crown,  p.  227.  Elliot,  The  State 
and  Church,  p.  22. 

0  Com.  Pap.  1866,  v.  50.  p.  525. 
See  despatch  from  secretary  of  state, 


in  187G,  in  regard  to  complaint 
against  the  president  of  the  Leg. 
Council  of  Queensland,  for  being 
present  at  a  luncheon  where 
priority  was  given  to  health  of  the 
Pope  before  that  of  the  Queen. 
Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1876, 
p.  1031. 
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prelate,  or  potentate,  spiritual  or  temporal,  shall  hence¬ 
forth  use,  enjoy,  or  exercise  any  power,  jurisdiction,  or 
authority  within  the  realm,  or  within  any  part  of  the 
Queen’s  dominions ;  and  that  all  such  power  or  autho¬ 
rity  heretofore  exercised  shall  be  for  ever  united  and 
annexed  to  the  Imperial  Crown  of  this  realm. 

This  declaration  remains  in  force  to  the  present 
day,p  and  it  is  the  statutory  warrant  for  the  supremacy 
of  the  Crown,  in  all  matters  and  causes,  civil  or  eccle¬ 
siastical,  throughout  the  British  empire,  as  well  as  for 
the  renunciation  of  the  papal  claims  therein. 

Within  our  own  day,  this  principle  has  been  re¬ 
asserted  by  the  Imperial  parliament  in  an  emphatic 
and  unmistakable  manner. 

In  September,  1850,  the  pope  issued  a  brief,  dividing  the  United 
Kingdom  into  dioceses,  over  each  of  which  was  placed  an  archbishop, 
or  bishop,  with  territorial  jurisdiction,  and  an  ecclesiastical  title, 
derived  from  some  city  or  town  in  Great  Britain.  This  proceeding 
excited  great  indignation  in  the  country  ;  and  an  act  of  parliament 
was  passed,  by  large  majorities,  declaring  all  such  briefs,  and  all 
jurisdiction  pretended  to  be  conferred  thereby,  unlawful  and  void, 
and  prohibiting  the  assumption  of  ecclesiastical  titles  in  respect  of 
any  places  within  the  United  Kingdom. i  The  ecclesiastical  titles 
act  was  in  substance  a  declaration  of  the  common  law,  which  was 
affirmed  before  the  reformation,  and  ratified  by  parliament  some  five 
hundred  years  ago.  It  was  intended,  however,  as  a  measure  of 
defence,  not  of  aggression,  and  no  attempt  was  ever  made  to  enforce 
its  prohibitions  or  to  levy  the  penalties  which  it  imposed.  But  it 
would  be  erroneous  to  infer  from  this,  that  the  act  was  either  in¬ 
effectual  or  unnecessary.  On  the  contrary,  it  was  intended  to  be 
‘  a  plain  and  emphatic  assertion  by  the  legislature  of  the  constitu¬ 
tional  authority  and  supremacy  of  the  sovereign,  and  there  has  not 
since  1851  been  any  general  or  ostentatious  infraction  thereof  by 
those  against  whom  it  was  directed.’ r 

p  See  the  Revised  Statutes,  1  Years,’  v.  5,  p.  173. 

Eliz.  c.  1,  secs.  16, 17.  Remarks  on  q  Act  14  &  15  Vic.  c.  60.  And 
the  Royal  Supremacy ;  as  it  is  de-  see  Martin,  Life  of  the  Pr.  Consort, 
fined  by  Reason,  History,  and  the  v.  2,  p.  335. 

Constitution :  by  Rt.  Hon.  W.  E.  r  Report,  Committee  of  House  of 
Gladstone,  M.P.,  3rd  ed.  1877,  re-  Lords,  June  16,  1868;  Lords  Pap. 
printed  in  his  ‘Gleanings  of  Past  1867-68,  v.  30,  pp.  573,  678. 
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Repeated  attempts  were  made  in  1867,  and  following  years  to 
1870,  to  induce  parliament  to  repeal  this  statute,  and  in  1867  a 
committee  of  the  House  of  Commons  reported  in  favour  of  its 
abrogation  ;  but  these  attempts  were  unsuccessful.8 

At  length,  in  1871,  parliament  consented  to  repeal  the  act  of 
1851,  which  in  its  restrictions  had  been  practically  a  dead  letter, 
and  in  so  far  to  legalise,  on  behalf  of  Roman  catholics  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  those  local  and  territorial  arrangements  for  assigning  to 
the  clergy  and  ecclesiastical  hierarchy  of  the  Roman  church  therein 
special  districts  for  spiritual  service.  It  was  admitted  to  be  inex¬ 
pedient  ‘  to  impose  penalties  upon  those  ministers  of  religion  who 
may,  as  among  the  members  of  the  several  religious  bodies  to  which 
they  respectively  belong,  be  designated  by  distinctions  regarded  as 
titles  of  office,  although  such  designation  may  be  connected  with  the 
name  of  some  town  or  place  within  the  realm.’ 1 

Rut  it  was  at  the  same  time  provided  that  the  repeal  of  the 
aforesaid  act  of  1851  ‘shall  not,  nor  shall  anything  in  this  act 
contained,  lie  deemed  in  any  way  to  authorise  or  sanction  the  con¬ 
ferring  or  attempting  to  confer  any  rank,  title,  or  precedence, 
authority  or  jurisdiction,  on  or  over  any  subject  of  this  realm,  by 
any  person  or  persons  in  or  out  of  this  realm,  other  than  the 
sovereign  thereof.’1' 

The  Roman  catholic  relief  act,  of  1829,  contained  a  clause 
similar  in  principle  to  the  act  of  1851,  forbidding  the  assumption 
of  the  name,  style,  or  title  of  any  archbishop,  bishop,  or  dean,  in 
England  or  Ireland,  by  any  person  other  than  the  lawfully  ap¬ 
pointed  incumbent  of  the  same  ;  and  likewise  another  clause,  for¬ 
bidding  any  member  of  the  order  of  Jesuits  to  ‘come  into  this 
realm.’ v  These  provisions  of  the  statute  soon  ceased  to  be  ope- 


s  Hans.  D.  v.  186,  pp.  363,  706 ; 
v.  187,  p.  564;  v.  190,  p.  992;  v. 
191,  p.  239;  v.  192,  p.  1982;  v.  194, 
p.  186;  v.  196,  p.  261;  v.  197,  p. 
1169;  v.  203,  p.  1683. 

‘  Act  34  &  35  Vic.  c.  53. 
u  Ibid.  In  accordance  with  the 
principle  above  set  forth,  the  Ro¬ 
man  catholic  bishops  in  Great  Bri¬ 
tain  and  Ireland  (prior  to  the  pro¬ 
mulgation  of  the  Syllabus  by  Pope 
Pius  IX.)  declared  that  they  recog¬ 
nised  their  paramount  obligations  to 
the  British  Crown,  in  all  civil  mat¬ 
ters.  See  Mr.  Gladstone  on  the 
"Vatican  Decrees,  in  their  bearing. on 
civil  allegiance,  London,  1874.  But 


in  the  Syllabus  and  Encyclical  Let¬ 
ter  of  Pius  IX.  issued  on  Dec.  8, 
1864,  as  endorsed  and  supplemented 
by  the  decrees  of  the  Vatican  Coun¬ 
cil,  in  1870,  the  supremacy  of  the 
church  over  the  state,  in  civil  as 
well  as  in  spiritual  matters,  is  as¬ 
serted,  and  the  supremacy  of  the 
pope,  and  his  claim  to  the  obedi¬ 
ence  of  his  spiritual  subjects,  is 
affirmed,  as  an  article  of  faith.  See 
Gladstone’s  Vatican  Decrees,  ed. 
1875,  p.  43.  And  his  Vaticanism, 
an  answer  to  Reproofs  and  Replies, 
published  in  February,  1875. 

v  Act  10  Geo.  IV.  c.  7,  secs.  24, 
29. 
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rative,  and  are  not  now  enforced.  But,  so  far  as  the  clause  relat-  Diplo- 
ing  to  the  Jesuits  is  concerned,  the  House  of  Commons  was  assured,  ™^°gre' 
in  1875,  that  it  is  not  looked  upon  by  her  Majesty’s  government  as  with 
being  obsolete,  but,  on  the  contrary,  ‘  as  reserved  powers  of  law  of  Rome, 
which  they  will  be  prepared  to  avail  themselves  if  necessary.’ w 

Another  point  of  constitutional  interest  is  deserving 
of  mention  in  this  connection.  After  the  reformation, 
all  diplomatic  relations  with  Eome  were  strictly  pro¬ 
hibited.  An  attempt  to  infringe  this  principle,  in  1687, 
was  characterised  as  treasonable  by  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  d  In  1848,  however,  ministers  favoured  the  in¬ 
troduction  of  a  bill  into  parliament  to  enable  the  Queen 
‘to  open  and  carry  on  diplomatic  relations  with  the 
court  of  Rome.’  It  passed  the  House  of  Lords,  but  was 
amended  in  the  Commons,  by  substituting  the  words 
‘  sovereign  of  the  Roman  states  ’  for  ‘  the  court  of 
Rome.’  With  this  alteration  it  became  law  (11  &  12 
Yic.  c.  108),  being  carefully  worded  so  as  to  avoid  all 
recognition  of  ecclesiastical  pretensions,  which  might 
be  deemed  inconsistent  with  the  position  of  England  as 
a  protestant  nation,  and  with  the  ecclesiastical  supre¬ 
macy  of  the  British  Crown.  But  in  1870  the  pope 
ceased  to  be  ‘  sovereign  of  the  Roman  states,’  and  that 
title  was  transferred  to  Victor  Emmanuel,  king  of  Italy . 
Accordingly,  the  statute  above  mentioned  was  repealed, 
as  an  obsolete  enactment,  by  the  statute  law  revision 
act  of  1875/ 

Upon  the  cession  of  Canada  to  the  British  Crown,  Roman 
while  entire  freedom  of  religion  was  guaranteed  to  the  religion 
French  Canadian  population,  the  principle  of  the  royal  Canada, 
supremacy  was  distinctly  maintained.  By  the  fourth 
article  of  the  treaty  of  1763,  his  Britannic  Majesty 
agreed  to  grant  ‘the  liberty  of  the  catholic  religion 


w  Mr.  Disraeli,  Hans.  D.  v.  224,  pp.  484-511. 
p.  1622.  And  see  ib.  v.  225,  p.  x  State  Trials,  v.  12,  p.  598. 

1058.  For  Jesuit  question  before  y  Bishop  of  Lincoln’s  letter  to 

the  Dominion  parliament  see  post,  The  Times,  Jan.  10,  1883. 
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to  the  inhabitants  of  Canada,’  and  promised  to  £  give 
the  most  effectual  orders  that  his  new  Roman  catholic 
subjects  may  profess  the  worship  of  their  religion,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  rites  of  the  Romish  church,  as  far,’  it 
was  significantly  added,  4  as  the  laws  of  Great  Britain 
permit.  The  Quebec  act,  passed  in  1774,  ratified  and 
secured  to  the  inhabitants  of  that  province  the  free 
exercise  of  their  religion,  pursuant  to  the  treaty  of 
1763,  with  a  proviso  that  the  same  should  be  ‘subject 
to  the  king  s  supremacy,  declared  and  established  by 
an  act  made  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen 
Elizabeth,  over  all  the  dominions  and  countries  which 
then  did,  or  thereafter  should,  belong  to  the  Imperial 
Crown  of  this  realm.’ z  Moreover,  in  the  royal  instruc¬ 
tions  to  the  Duke  of  Richmond,  on  his  appointment  in 
1818  as  governor-in-chief  in  and  over  the  provinces  of 
Upper  and  Lower  Canada,  it  is  stated,  with  reference 
to  the  inhabitants  of  Lower  Canada,  4  that  it  is  a  tole¬ 
ration  of  the  free  exercise  of  the  religion  of  the  church 
of  Rome  only  to  which  they  are  entitled,  but  not  to  the 
powers  and  privileges  of  it  as  an  established  church, 
that  being  a  preference  which  belongs  only  to  the 
protestant  Church  of  England.’  And  4  it  is  our  will 
and  pleasure  that  all  appeals  to  a  correspondence  with 
any  foreign  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,  of  what  nature  or 
kind  soever,  be  absolutely  forbidden  under  very  severe 
penalties.’ a 

Although,  by  subsequent  legislation,  as  we  have 
seen,  every  vestige  of  preference,  on  the  part  of  the 
state,  for  one  religious  denomination  over  another  has 
been  abolished  in  Canada,  so  that  no  special  powers  or 
piivileges  can  be  claimed  by  any  religious  society, 
under  pretence  of  being  4  an  established  church,’  yet 


2  14  Geo.  III.  c. 
Cavendish,  Debates  on 

p.  216. 


83,  sec.  5. 
Quebec  Bill, 


a  Com.  Pap.  1837-38,  v.  39,  No. 
94,  pp.  71,  72. 
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the  absolute  supremacy  of  the  Crown,  in  all  causes  and 
matters  ecclesiastical,  as  opposed  to  claims  and  preten¬ 
sions  of  the  pope  of  Eorne  to  jurisdiction  over  British 
subjects,  is  the  law  in  Canada,  as  unreservedly  as  in 
all  other  parts  of  the  Queen’s  dominions. 

In  conformity  with  this  constitutional  doctrine,  the  Canadian 
supreme  court  decided,  in  1877,  that  a  certain  election  of  a  member 
to  serve  in  the  dominion  parliament  was  void,  because  some  Roman 
catholic  priests  had  been  guilty  of  undue  influence  thereat ;  having, 
under  colour  of  the  performance  of  spiritual  functions,  interfered 
with  the  free  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise,  in  violation  of  the 
civil  rights  of  the  electors.  This  timely  judgment  struck  at  the 
root  of  the  ultramontane  claims  of  the  supremacy  of  the  church 
over  the  state — claims  which  had  been  vehemently  urged  by  some 
dignitaries  of  the  church  of  Rome  in  Canada — and  vindicated  the 
true  doctrine  of  the  supremacy  of  the  law.  It  was  a  unanimous 
decision  of  the  court,  which  included  learned  judges  of  French 
origin,  and  of  the  Roman  catholic  faith. b 

Note  also  Judge  Johnson’s  ruling  in  the  Berthier  election  case 
in  the  Montreal  court  of  review  on  November  30,  1880.c  This  able 
judgment,  whilst  annulling  the  election  because  of  undue  clerical 
influence  on  the  part  of  a  Roman  catholic  priest,  who  acted  as 
agent  for  the  successful  candidate,  discriminates,  in  a  fair  and  im¬ 
partial  spirit,  between  the  lawful  influence  exercisable  by  the  clergy 
over  their  people,  in  all  matters,  secular  or  religious,  and  the  abuse 
of  such  privileges,  by  threats  of  excommunication,  or  of  withholding 
spiritual  ordinances,  in  order  to  coerce  individuals  in  the  exercise 
of  their  civil  rights.d 


b  Brassard  et  al.  v.  Langevin, 
Canada  Supreme  Court  Rep.  v.  1, 
p.  145.  See  the  North  Am.  Rev. 
v.  125,  p.  557,  on  the  ultramontane 
movement  in  Canada.  And  Rome 


in  Canada,  by  Charles  Lindsey, 
Toronto,  1877. 

c  L.  C.  Jurist,  v.  26,  p.  288. 
d  Legal  News,  v.  4,  pp.  3,  10. 
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CHAPTER  XIV. 

JURISDICTION  EXERCISABLE  OVER  SUBORDINATE  PROVINCES 
OF  THE  EMPIRE  BY  A  CENTRAL  COLONIAL  GOVERNMENT. 

Within  the .  past  fifty  years  a  novel  principle  has  been 
introduced  into  the  colonial  polity  of  Great  Britain, 
whereby  the  Imperial  government  has  relinquished  the 
direct  supervision  and  authority  over  provinces  which 
are  included  within  the  limits  of  larger  colonies,  and 
the  responsibility  of  exercising  a  general  control  over 
such  subordinate  provinces  has  been  vested  in  a  central 
colonial  government. 

Tliis  transference  of  Imperial  control  is  a  natural 
consequence  of  the  most  ample  recognition  of  the 
doctrine  of  Real  self-government.  But,  practically, 
such  concession  of  Imperial  rights  to  the  highest  local 
authority  in  the  particular  colony  has  varied"  according 
to  the  circumstances  in  which  each  colony  is  placed. 
In  New  Zealand,  which  is  the  earliest  example  of  such  a 
foim  of  administration,  the  provinces  were  directly  and 
unreservedly  subordinated  to  the  central  authority.  In 
the  later  instances  of  the  Canadian  and  South  African 
colonies,  local  rights  were  expressly  reserved,  and  the 
principle  of  federation  introduced,  with  the  assignment 
of  limited  powers  only  to  the  federal  government.  In¬ 
variably,  however,  certain  reservations  and  restrictions 
have  been  imposed  upon  the  central  authority  by  the 
wisdom  of  the  Imperial  parliament. 

Since  the  year  18o2,  three  jurisdictions  of  this  de- 
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scription  liav-e  been  established  by  Imperial  legislation 
— in  the  respective  colonies  of  New  Zealand,  of  Canada, 
and  of  South  Africa. 

But,  inasmuch  as  the  only  example  of  subordinate 
provincial  governments  now  in  active  operation  in  the 
empire  is  to  be  found  in  British  North  America,  it  may 
be  better  to  depart  from  the  strict  chronological  order 
in  describing  the  working  of  these  local  institutions, 
and  to  consider  briefly  the  special  peculiarities  of  the 
Australasian  and  South  African  provincial  systems  ;  and 
then  to  examine  in  detail  the  questions  that  have  arisen 
out  of  the  formation  of  subordinate  provinces  in  the 
dominion  of  Canada. 

a.  Provincial  governments  in  New  Zealand. 

In  1851,  whilst  Earl  Grey  held  the  seals  of  office  as 
her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  a 
scheme  for  the  future  government  of  New7  Zealand  vras 
elaborated  by  the  Imperial  government.  It  was  pro¬ 
posed  to  grant  a  representative  constitution  to  this 
rising  colony,  with  a  general  assembly,  to  be  composed 
of  two  legislative  chambers,  and  to  divide  the  colony 
into  five  (afterwards  changed  to  nine)  provinces,  each 
of  which  should  be  governed  by  a  superintendent  with 
an  elected  provincial  council :  these  councils  to  be  em¬ 
powered  to  legislate  on  all  subjects  of  a  local  nature  not 
directly  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  general 
assembly ;  such  provincial  enactments  to  be  assented 
to,  in  the  first  instance,  by  the  superintendent,  but  to 
be  subject  to  disallowance  by  the  paramount  authority 
of  the  Crown  conveyed  through  the  governor  of  New 
Zealand,  in  like  manner  as  laws  passed  by  the  general 
assembly. 

In  Eebruary,  1852,  before  Earl  Grey’s  scheme  had 
been  submitted  to  parliament,  a  change  of  ministry 
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occurred.  Sir  John  Pakington,  who  succeeded  to  the 
office  of  colonial  secretary,  nevertheless  introduced  the 
New  Zealand  government  bill  of  his  predecessor  into 
the  House  of  Commons,  but  with  one  important  altera¬ 
tion.  lie  pioposed  that,  in  view  of  the  limited  powers 
of  the  provincial  councils,  the  superintendent  should 
have  authority  to  assent  to  the  laws  passed  therein, 
on  behalf  of  the  governor  of  the  colony  and  subject 
to  instructions  to  be  received  from  him.  And  the 
governor  was  further  empowered  to  disallow  any  local 
act  so  assented  to,  within  two  years.  This  provision 
v  as  made  in  order  to  enable  the  governor,  in  any 
special  case,  to  refer  for  instructions  to  her  Majesty’s 
secretary  of  state.  By  this  means  the  colonial  office 
was  enabled  to  exercise  a  control  over  all  provincial 
legislation.  But,  during  the  progress  of  the  discussion 
on  this  bill  in  parliament,  the  government  were  in¬ 
duced  to  amend  it,  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Gladstone, 
so  as  practically  to  abandon  the  Imperial  veto  on  acts 
passed  by  the  provincial  councils.  This  was  effected 
by  reducing  the  period  within  which  it  should  be  com¬ 
petent  to  the  governor  to  disallow  any  such  act  from 
two  years  to  three  months  after  his  receipt  of  the  same." 

When  this  measure  came  before  the  House  of  Lords, 
Earl  Grey  expressed  great  regret  that  the  power  of  the 
Crown  to  disallow  acts  passed  by  a  provincial  legis¬ 
lature  had  been,  for  the  first  time,  formally  abandoned. 
Admitting  that,  owing  to  the  limited  powers  of  the  pro¬ 
vincial  councils,  it  might  have  been  rarely  necessary  to 
exercise  the  control  of  the  Crown  over  their  enact¬ 
ments,  yet  he  was  of  opinion  that,  inasmuch  as  under 
the  municipal  reform  act  of  1835  the  Crown  was  in¬ 
vested  with  authority  to  disallow  corporation  by-laws, 


a  See  Hans.  D.  v.  121,  pp.  114 
923,  962,  978.  Ib.  v.  122,  p.  1149 


Act  15  &  16  Vie.  c.  72,  secs.  18-31. 
Adclerley,  Colonial  Policy,  p.  140. 
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so  the  same  power  should  have  been  retained  over  the 
larger  and  more  important  sphere  of  legislation  entrusted 
to  these  provincial  councils. b 

The  provincial  councils,  however,  were  absolutely 
subordinate  under  their  constitution  to  the  central 
legislature,  which  was  at  liberty  to  control  or  supersede 
any  of  their  laws  ;  and,  further,  to  modify  the  powers  of 
the  provincial  councils  themselves  without  reference  to 
the  Imperial  parliament.  The  relation  in  which  the 
governor  stood  towards  the  provincial  councils  was 
substantially  the  same  as  that  occupied  by  the  Crown 
itself  towards  colonial  legislatures.0  In  these  important 
particulars,  the  provincial  governments  in  New  Zealand 
differed  materially  from  the  local  governments,  subse¬ 
quently  introduced  into  British  North  America. 

In  proof  of  the  extensive  control  exercised  by  the 
general  government  over  provincial  legislation  in  New 
Zealand,  it  may  be  stated  that  during  the  continuance 
of  the  several  provincial  councils,  no  less  than  two 
hundred  and  sixty-six  of  their  laws  were  disallowed,  or 
refused  the  assent  of  the  Crown  by  the  governor,  besides 
a  much  greater  proportion  of  local  laws  which  were 
amended  or  repealed  by  acts  of  the  general  assembly.4 

But  these  provincial  governments  were  very  short 
lived.  In  1875,  by  an  act  of  the  general  assembly,6  they 
were  abolished;  and  the  powers  previously  exercised  by 
the  superintendents  and  councils  were  transferred  back 
to  the  central  executive  and  legislature,  which  after¬ 
wards  established  county  councils  and  other  local  boards 
throughout  New  Zealand  for  local  purposes! 

b  Hans.  D.  v.  122,  p.  1166.  21.  As  to  the  competency  of  the 

c  Secretary  Labouchere’s  de-  colonial  legislature  to  pass  this  act, 
spatch  to  Governor  Browne,  of  Dec.  see  Lord  Carnarvon’s  despatch  of 
10,  1856;  Com.  Pap.  1860,  v.  46,  Dec.  20,  1877,  in  New  Zealand  Pari, 
p.  480.  Pap.  1878,  App.  A.  2,  p.  6. 

a  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1882,  f  For  particulars  of  existing 
App.  A.  14.  systems  of  local  government  in  N. 

e  New  Zealand  Act,  39  Vic.  No.  Zealand  and  in  other  colonies  in  Aus- 
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b.  Provincial  governments  in  South  Africa. 

In  1877  a  permissive  act  was  passed  by  the  Imperial 
parliament  to  provide  for  the  union,  under  one  govern¬ 
ment,  of  the  British  colonies  and  states  in  South  Africa,8 
viz. : — Cape  Colony,  Natal,  the  Orange  Free  State,  and 
the  Transvaal.  This  act  appears  to  have  contemplated 
the  establishment  of  a  federal  union;  but  it  merely 
defines  the  general  principles  intended  to  regulate  the 
future  constitution  of  the  proposed  union  in  its  executive 
and  legislative  capacity.  The  details  of  the  scheme 
were  to  be  provided  for  by  an  order  in  council,  to  be 
issued  so  soon  as  the  legislatures  of  the  several  colonies 
and  states  included  in  the  act  of  union  shall  have  agreed 
upon  the  same. 

The  renewal  of  hostilities  with  the  native  tribes  in 
South  Africa  in  1879,  and  the  unsettled  relations  of  the 
Cape  with  the  other  colonies  in  South  Africa  in  1880, 
led  to  the  indefinite  postponement  of  the  question  of 
confederation.  But  the  Sprigg  administration,  until 
their  retirement  in  May  1881,  continued  firm  in  their 
adhesion  to  the  policy  of  this  measure,  and  were  in 
accord  with  the  Imperial  government  thereonC  But 
the  Imperial  statute  expired  in  August  1882. 


c.  Provincial  governments  in  Canada. 

Following  the  order  observed  in  the  first  part  of  this 
work,  our  observations  upon  the  powers  of  the  local 
governments  established  in  Canada,  under  the  provisions 


tralasia,  including  constitution  and 
revenues  of  the  local  governing 
bodies,  see  Mr.  Fitzgerald’s  report 
to  N.  Zealand  government,  N.  Z. 
Pari.  Pap.  1881,  A.  4,  pp.  128-154; 
and  see  ib.  1882,  App.  A.  10, 
Town  Districts  Act,  1881,  and  act 


to  amend  Counties  Act  of  1882 
g  40  &  41  Vic.  c.  47. 

11  See^  Sir  B.  Frere’s  paper  on 
Union  of  British  South  Africa  in 
Rpyal  _  Colonial  Inst.  Proc.  1881, 
with  discussion  thereon. 
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of  the  British  North  America  Act  of  1867,  will  be  divided 
into  two  chapters.  We  will  first  consider  the  extent 
of  dominion  control  over  the  several  provinces  in  matters 
of  legislation ;  and  afterwards  the  control  exercisable  by 
the  dominion  government  over  the  provinces  in  admini¬ 
strative  matters. 


Canadian 

federa¬ 

tion. 
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CHAPTER  XY. 

DOMINION  CONTROL  IN  MATTERS  OF  LEGISLATION. 

The  British  North  America  Act  of  1867  was  a  formal 
compact,  the  terms  of  which  had  been  previously  con¬ 
sidered  and  agreed  upon  by  representatives,  on  behalf 
of  the  several  provinces  about  to  be  confederated,  and 
which  set  forth,  by  the  supreme  authority  of  the  Im¬ 
perial  parliament,  the  mutual  relations  to  be  hereafter 
observed  between  these  provinces  and  the  dominion 
government. 

The  original  parties  to  the  compact  were  the  pro¬ 
vinces  of  Upper  and  Lower  Canada  (afterwards  termed 
Ontario  and  Quebec,  respectively),  Nova  Scotia,  and 
New  Brunswick.  Subsequently,  other  provinces  were 
added  to  the  confederation,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Imperial  statute  aforesaid.0. 

For  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  central  government 
to  undertake  the  supreme  authority  of  control  and 
general  legislation  in  and  over  the  entire  dominion  of 
Canada,  the  provinces  agreed  to  surrender  to  the  federal 
parliament  the  exclusive  right  to  make  laws  for  the 
peace,  order,  and  good  government  of  Canada,  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the  classes  of 
subjects  assigned  (by  the  British  North  America  Act) 
exclusively  to  the  legislatures  of  the  provinces.  And 
for  greater  certainty,  and  yet  not  so  as  to  restrict  the 
generality  of  the  legislative  powers  so  surrendered  and 


a  See  post,  p.  576. 
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conferred  upon  the  central  government,  the  act  proceeds  Federal 
to  specify  certain  subjects  which,  if  they  concern  in-  {ionf10* 
dividuals  (as  naturalisation  or  marriage)  are  of  general 
operation,  or  which  would  concern  or  affect  the  whole 
community,  and  declares  that  ‘  the  exclusive  legislative 
authority  of  the  parliament  of  Canada  extends  to  all 
matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects’  therein 
enumerated. 

Among  the  subjects  assigned  by  this  act  to  the  exclusive  control 
and  regulation  of  the  dominion  authorities,  ‘  the  sea  coast  and  inland 
fisheries’  are  included.  Consequently  when,  in  1879,  the  United 
States  government  paid  over  to  the  Imperial  government,  under  the 
fishery  award,  which  was  accorded  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
treaty  of  W ashington,  the  sum  of  five  million  five  hundred  thousand 
dollars,  as  compensation  due  in  excess  of  privileges  granted  to 
American  citizens  by  virtue  of  that  treaty,  the  dominion  govern¬ 
ment  claimed  that  the  portion  of  this  fishery  award  which  had  been 
paid  over  to  Canada  by  Great  Britain,  constitutionally  and  of  right 
belonged  to  the  dominion  to  which  pertained  the  duty  of  fostering 
and  protecting  these  fisheries,  and  not  to  the  particular  provinces  in 
and  adjacent  to  which  these  fisheries  were  situated.  This  view  was 
upheld  and  confirmed  by  the  dominion  house  of  commons,  by 
resolutions  agreed  to  in  amendment  to  proposed  resolutions  assert¬ 
ing  the  rights  of  the  provinces  directly  concerned  therein  to  have 
the  said  amount  distributed  between  them.b 

On  tlie  other  hand,  ‘  all  matters  of  a  merely  local  or  Provincial 
private  nature  in  the  province,’  particularly  if  they  10 
relate  to  certain  specified  classes  of  subjects  of  local 
and  municipal  concern  enumerated  in  the  Imperial  act 
aforesaid,  are  assigned  to  provincial  control,  and  ‘in 
each  province  the  legislature  may  exclusively  make  laws 
in  relation  to  ’  the  same.0 

The  true  principle  of  interpretation,  applicable  to  the  distribution 
of  powers  under  this  statute,  to  the  dominion  and  provincial  legisla- 

b  Com.  Jour.  April  7,  1880;  92.  As  to  the  precise  meaning  of 

Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1880,  No.  37.  This  the  term  ‘  exclusively  ’  in  these  sec- 
decision,  however,  was  protested  tions  of  the  B.N.A.  act,  see  ante,  p. 
against  by  Prince  Edward  Island  243.  And  see.  Gray’s  History  of 
and  Nova  Scotia.  See  ante,  p.  202.  the  Confederation  of  Canada,  v.  1, 

c  Imp.  Act  30  Vic.  c.  3,  secs.  91,  p.  56. 
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tures  respectively,*1  is  pointedly  expressed  by  Chief  J ustice  Harrison, 
who  states  that  the  exclusive  legislative  powers  assigned  to  the 
dominion  parliament  by  section  ninety-one  of  the  British  North 
America  act  are  designed  as  examples,  merely,  of  the  powers 
conferred,  while  section  ninety-two  appears  to  enumerate  all  the 
exclusive  powers  capable  of  being  exercised  by  the  local  legislatures.6 
This  principle  was  confirmed  by  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne,f  with  the 
proviso  that  the  subjects  which  provincial  legislation  may  determine 
must  not  involve  any  interference  with  subjects  assigned  to  dominion 
jurisdiction  by  section  ninety-one.  For  the  power  of  the  local 
legislatures,  though  exclusive  in  certain  specified  cases,  is  neverthe¬ 
less  subject  to  the  general,  as  well  as  to  the  special  legislative  powers 
of  the  dominion  parliament,  under  that  section.® 

Concurrent  powers  of  legislation  are  likewise  con¬ 
ferred,  both  upon  the  dominion  parliament  and  the  pro¬ 
vincial  legislatures,  by  the  95th  section  of  the  British 
North  America  act,  in  relation  to  agriculture  and 
to  immigration ;  but  no  provincial  law  on  these  sub¬ 
jects  may  be  repugnant  to  any  act  of  the  dominion 
parliament,  which  is  empowered  to  make  laws,  not 
merely  for  all,  but  for  ‘  any  ’  of  the  provinces, 
notwithstanding  that  the  local  legislatures  have  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  same ;  and  under  such  circumstances 
the  paramount  authority  of  the  dominion  parliament 
is  declared.  And,  under  certain  circumstances,  the 
parliament  of  Canada  is  authorised  to  make  remedial 
laws  for  the  due  execution  of  particular  rights  in 
respect  to  education,  guaranteed  under  the  British 
North  America  act,  to  denominational  or  separate 
schools  which  have  been  provided  on  behalf  of  either 
the  protestant  or  Roman  catholic  minority  of  the  in¬ 
habitants  in  each  and  every  province.11 


d  See  further  on  this  point,  post, 
p.  561. 

e  Ulrich  v.  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  42 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  156. 

f  City  of  Fredericton  v.  The 
Queen,  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  3,  p. 
564. 


g  See  further  on  this  point,  post, 
p.  562.  See  also  the  Mercer  Case, 
Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  5,  pp.  552, 
563,  615,  658,  701. 

h  Imp.  Act  30  Yic.  c.  3,  secs.  OS- 
OS.  See  Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada, 
p.  324. 
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Moreover,  the  British  North  America  act  distinctly 
recognises  the  principle  of  concurrent  legislation  in  the 
case  of  ‘  property  and  civil  rights  ’  in  the  provinces. 
While  such  questions  are  ordinarily  under  the  control 
and  guardianship  of  the  local  legislatures  yet,  by 
section  94,  the  dominion  parliament  is  empowered  to 
provide  for  the  uniformity  of  laws  relative  thereto, 
and  concerning  civil  procedure,  in  Ontario,  Nova 
Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick,  but  no  such  law  shall  go 
into  operation  until  it  has  been  adopted  by  the  local 
legislature.1 

‘  The  relation  of  the  dominion  and  provincial  autho¬ 
rities  to  each  other  ’  has  been  thus  defined  by  a  learned 
judge  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  in  Ontario  (who 
has  since  been  transferred  to  the  supreme  court  of 
the  dominion) :  4  The  Imperial  or  sovereign  power  has 
created  several  governments,  one  of  which  is  made 
superior,  to  which  all  the  others  are  subordinate,  carved, 
as  it  were,  out  of  the  superior  one,  and  has  conferred 
upon  the  several  subordinates  certain  municipal  powers 
in  relation  to  certain  matters  specifically  enumerated, 
reserving  to  the  superior,  which  it  has  designated  the 
dominion  government  (so  long  as  the  Imperial  act  re¬ 
mains  unrepealed),  all  those  powers  which  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  be  enjoyed  for  the  peace,  order,  and  good 
government  of  Canada,  in  relation  to  all  matters  not 
coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned  by  the 
act  exclusively  to  the  provincial  legislatures  ;  and,  con¬ 
sistently  with  this  subordination  of  the  provincial  to 
the  dominion  government,  the  laws  of  the  provincial 
legislatures  only  obtain  their  validity  by  the  assent  of 
the  dominion  government.’ ] 


5  See  post,  pp.  481,  558,  540.  Pleas  Rep.  v.  29,  p.  274.  See  also 
And  see  Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada,  Judge  Gwynne’s  observations  to 
p_  330.  same  effect  in  Lenoir  v.  Ritchie, 

J  Mr.  Justice  Gwynne,  Ont.  Com.  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  3,  p.  632 ;  and 
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But,  in  addition  to  these  questions,  it  is  evident,, 
from  a  consideration  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  the 
respective  jurisdictions  by  the  Imperial  statute,  that,  in 
other  instances,  concurrent  powers  of  legislation  are 
exercisable  by  the  dominion  parliament,  and  by  the  pro¬ 
vincial  legislatures. 

For  example,  while  £  property  and  civil  rights  ’  are 
directly  placed  under  local  control,  yet  by  section  94  of 
the  British  North  America  act,  the  dominion  parlia¬ 
ment  is  empowered  to  provide  for  the  uniformity  of 
the  laws  relating  thereto,  in  certain  of  the  provinces, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  local  legislatures. 

Moreover,  the  privy  council  have  decided  that  the 
dominion  parliament  may  legislate  on  matters  affecting 
6  property  and  civil  rights  ’  whenever  such  legislation  is 
necessary  in  order  c  to  work  out  the  legislation  upon 
particular  subjects  specially  delegated  to  it.’  Such 
enactments  upon  any  subject  within  the  ordinary  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  dominion  parliament  would  be  no  in¬ 
fringement  upon  the  exclusive  powers  conferred  on  the 
provincial  legislature.  The  converse  of  this  principle 
has  also  been  maintained  by  the  courts,  in  respect  to 
local  legislation  upon  assigned  topics,  which  may  appear 
to  trench  upon  prescribed  dominion  jurisdiction. 

Again,  we  learn  by  the  judgment  of  the  privy 
council  in  the  insurance  cases,  that  a  comparison  and 
adjustment  of  the  several  powers  in  dealing  with  ‘  pro¬ 
perty  and  civil  rights,’  and  ‘  the  regulation  of  trade  and 
commerce,’  would  authorise  the  dominion  parliament  to 
incorporate  companies  to  carry  on  business  in  different 
provinces  of  Canada,  yet  that  it  could  not  claim  to  regu¬ 
late  indefeasibly  the  contracts  affecting  any  particular 
business  or  trade,  in  a  single  province  ;  because  the 

in  City  of  Fredericton  v.  The  Queen,  v.  Robertson,  Pugsley  and  Burbidge, 
ib.  p.  560.  And  see  Mr.  Justice  New  Brunswick  Reports,  v.  2,  p. 
Fisher’s  observations  in  Steadman  593. 
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provincial  legislature  lias  a  right  to  withhold  its  assent  Concur- 
from  the  exercise  ol  powers  so  conferred.  by  dominion  iatiVe 
authority,  and  to  insist  upon  any  company  incorporated  i)0wers- 
by  a  dominion  statute  exercising  its  powers  pursuant  to 
conditions  prescribed  by  provincial  legislation,  as  to  the 
mode  of  carrying  on  any  business  within  the  province. 

It  is,  furthermore,  competent  for  the  dominion  par¬ 
liament  to  convert  a  corporation  created  by  provincial 
authority  into  a  dominion  corporation,  by  enlarging 
the  scope  of  its  operations  and  powers.  And  even  to 
confer  upon  a  local  corporation  certain  necessary 
powers  which  it  would  be  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
provincial  authority  to  grant,  without  changing  it  into 
a  federal  corporation^  Such  a  proceeding,  however, 
is  open  to  grave  objection,  upon  grounds  of  political 
expediency,  which  would  suggest  it  to  be  preferable,  in 
such  a  case,  to  obtain  for  the  existing  corporation  a  new 
charter,  giving  it  a  dominion  instead  of  a  provincial  exist¬ 
ence,  with  whatever  powers  it  may  be  desirable  to  confer.1 

And  it  has  been  decided  that  the  power  of  the  dominion  parlia¬ 
ment  to  pass  a  general  law  of  nuisances,  as  incident  to  its  rights  to 
legislate  as  to  public  wrongs,  is  not  incompatible  with  a  right  to  the 
provincial  legislatures  to  authorise  municipal  corporations  to  pass 
by-laws  against  nuisances  hurtful  to  public  health,  as  incidental  to 
municipal  institutions.™ 

The  validity  of  dominion  legislation  for  the  promotion  of  tem¬ 
perance  has  been  acknowledged  by  the  privy  council ;  but  it  has 
also  declared  that  a  provincial  legislature  may  empower  a  municipal 
body  to  regulate  and  limit — if  not  absolutely  forbid — the  issue  of 
licenses  for  the  sale  of  liquor  within  the  municipality. 

It  has,  however,  been  shown,  by  a  Lower  Canadian  court,  that 
the  privy  council,  in  this  judgment,  have  not  affirmed  that  the 
dominion  parliament  has  the  sole  right  to  pass  a  prohibitory  liquor 
law  in  Canada.  In  fact,  powers  have  been  actually  conferred,  by 
local  legislation,  upon  municipal  councils,  which  have  been  exercised 

k  Credit  Foncier  Franco-Cana-  1883. 
dien  Bill,  1883.  m  Ex  parte  Pillow,  &c.  L.  Can. 

1  Debate  in  Dom.  Commons  on  Jurist,  v.  27,  p.  216. 

Acadia  Powder  Co.  Bill,  April  9, 


438  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Concur¬ 
rent  legis¬ 
lative 
powers. 


Control 
over  legis¬ 
lation  in 
Canada 
by  the 
Crown. 


under  the  sanction  of  the  courts,  whereby  the  sale  of  liquors  has 
not  merely  been  regulated  and  restrained  but  absolutely  prohibited, 
in  aid  of  the  maintenance  of  good  order  in  the  particular  locality. 

It  has  been  decided  that  a  company  incorporated  by  a  provincial 
legislature  for  the  business  of  insurance,  possesses  the  same  powers 
and  privileges  as  a  company  incorporated  by  the  Imperial  or  dominion 
parliament.  It  may,  therefore,  enter  into  contracts  outside  the  pro¬ 
vince  with  similar  advantages  to  the  companies  incorporated  by  the 
larger  legislatures.  In  other  words,  it  may  equally  with  them 
transact  its  business  outside  of  the  province  wherever,  by  comity 
of  nations  or  by  special  enactment  in  the  outlying  province, 
dominion,  or  state,  its  contracts  may  be  recognised.11 

These  cases  assert  the  principle  of  concurrent  legislation  in 
Canada,  under  the  British  North  America  act,  and  indicate  a  few  of 
the  occasions  of  its  exercise. 

Tlie  precise  intent  of  tlie  Imperial  parliament  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  powers  to  be  exercised  by  the  Crown,  for 
the  supervision  and  control  of  provincial  legislation  in 
Canada,  is  not  veiy  distinctly  expressed  in  the  British 
North  America  act.  The  constitutional  doctrine  on 
this  subject  may,  however,  be  inferred  by  reference  to 
the  ninetieth  section,  which  enacts  that  the  provisions 
of  this  act  relating  to  ‘  the  assent  to  bills,  the  disallow¬ 
ance  of  acts,  and  the  signification  of  pleasure  on  bills 
reserved,’  in  the  case  of  bills  passed  by  the  dominion 
parliament,  £  shall  extend  and  apply  to  the  legisla¬ 
tures  of  the  several  provinces,  as  if  those  provisions 
were  here  re-enacted  and  made  applicable  in  terms  to 
the  respective  provinces  and  the  legislatures  thereof 
with  the  substitution  of  the  “  lieutenant-governor  of  the 
province  ”  for  the  “  governor-general,”  of  the  “  governor- 
general  ”  for  the  “  Queen  and  for  a  secretary  of  state,” 
of  “  one  year  ”  for  “  two  years,”  and  of  “  the  province  ” 
for  “  Canada.”  ’ 

By  the  British  North  America  act,  1867,  secs.  20, 
86,  and  88,  it  is  provided  that  sessions  of  the  parliament 

n  Clark  v.  Union  Fire  Insurance  Co.  Master’s  Office,  v.  19,  Can.  Law 
Jour.  363. 
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of  Canada,  and  of  the  provincial  legislatures,  shall  be 

held  ‘once  at  least  in  every  year.’ 

*/  «/ 

Annual  holdings  of  legislative  assemblies  are  generally  dispensed 
with  in  the  United  States.  In  no  less  than  forty-three  out  of  the 
forty-nine  states  and  territories  biennial  sessions  are  now  the  rule.0 


Crown 
control 
over  legis¬ 
lation. 


The  procedure  upon  bills  passed  by  the  dominion  Bills, 
parliament  is  regulated  by  sections  55  to  57  of  the 
aforesaid  statute.  Section  55  provides  that,  where  a 
bill  passed  by  both  houses  is  presented  to  the  governor- 
general  for  the  Queen’s  assent,  he  shall,  according  to 
his  discretion,  but  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act 
and  to  her  Majesty’s  instructions,  declare  either  that 
he  assents  thereto  in  the  Queen’s  name,  or  that  he 
withholds  the  Queen’s  assent,  or  that  he  reserves  the 
bill  for  the  signification  of  the  Queen’s  pleasure. 

Section  56  provides  that,  where  the  governor- 
general  assents  to  a  bill  in  her  Majesty’s  name,  he  shall, 
as  soon  as  may  be,  send  a  copy  of  the  act  to  her 
Majesty’s  secretary  of  state,  and  if  the  Queen  in  council, 
within  two  years  after  the  receipt  thereof,  thinks  fit  to 
disallow  the  act,  such  disallowance  shall  be  duly  notified 
to  the  proper  authorities,  and  shall  forthwith  annul  the 
same. 

Section  57  provides  that  a  bill  reserved  for  the  sig¬ 
nification  of  the  royal  pleasure  shall  have  no  force 
unless  and  until,  within  two  years  therefrom,  the  assent 
of  the  Queen  in  council  shall  be  promulgated. 

In  applying  these  provisions  to  the  case  of  bills  Control 
passed  by  the  provincial  legislatures,  constituted  under 
the  authority  of  the  British  North  America  act,  we  piation 

J  by  domi- 

arrive  at  the  following  conclusions  : — -  nion  go- 

(1)  That  inasmuch  as  the  act  empowers  ‘  the  lieu-  vernment* 
tenant-governor  ’  of  each  province,  ‘  in  the  Queen’s 
name,  by  instrument  under  the  great  seal  of  the  pro- 


0  The  World  Almanac,  1892,  p.  293. 
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vince,’  to  ‘  summon  and  call  together  ’  the  provincial 
legis-  legislature,11  and  as  it  is  a  well-understood  principle 
that  all  parliaments,  whether  federal  or  provincial,  are 
opened  in  the  Queen’s  name,  and  by  her  governors ; 
and  that  ‘  legislation  is  carried  on  in  her  name  even 
in  provinces,  as  in  Canada,  which  are  directly  subordi¬ 
nate  to  a  federal  government,  instead  of  to  Imperial 
authority,’  q  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  constitutional 
practice  which  for  the  most  part  prevails  in  the  several 
provinces  of  the  dominion,  whereby  the  lieutenant- 
governor  assents  to  or  withholds  his  assent  from  bills 
passed  by  the  provincial  legislature,  ‘  in  her  Majesty’s 
name,’  is  correct ;  and  that,  in  this  particular,  we  are 
not  warranted  in  substituting  the  name  of  ‘  the  governor- 
general  ’  for  that  of  ‘  the  Queen.’ r 

It  should  be  observed,  however,  that  in  the  provinces  of  Nova 
Scotia,  New  Brunswick,  and  Prince  Edward  Island,  bills  are  not 
enacted  in  the  name  of  the  sovereign,  but  as  by  ‘  the  lieutenant- 
governor,  the  council,  and  assembly,’  neither  are  they  assented 
to  in  her  Majesty’s  name,  save  only  in  the  case  of  the  annual 
Appropriation  act  in  Nova  Scotia.  This  was  the  practice  in  these 
colonies  prior  to  confederation,  and  it  has  since  continued  unchanged. 
But  in  the  provinces  of  Quebec  and  Ontario  (as  well  before  as  since 
confederation),  and  also  in  British  Columbia  and  Manitoba,  the 
Queen’s  name  is  invoked  in  giving  the  royal  assent  to  bills,  and  is 
used  in  the  enacting  clause  of  the  acts  passed  by  the  provincial 
legislatures  ;  practices  which,  as  suggested  in  the  text,  are  constitu¬ 
tionally  correct,  and  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  British 
North  America  act,  and  which  ought  therefore  to  be  uniformly 
observed  throughout  the  whole  dominion.  (In  1881,  the  Queen’s 
name  was  left  out  in  the  Manitoba  statutes,  contrary  to  the  express 
directions  in  the  Man.  Consol,  statutes,  passed  in  1880,  p.  2,  sec.  2). 
In  the  North-west  Territories,  ordinances  are  enacted  by  ‘  the 
lieutenant-governor,’  ‘  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
legislative  assembly.’ 


JJ  l/Otj  p»  OOt:. 

q  Mr.  Disraeli,  Hans.  D.  v.  228, 

p.  280. 


p  See  pos<,  p.  584. 


U.  C.  L.  J.  N.S.  v.  8,  p.  41.  These 
remarks,  however,  are  omitted  in 
the  report  of  this  case  in  19  Grant, 
p.  885. 


r  See  observations  of  C.  J. 
Draper  on  this  point,  in  re  Goodhue, 
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Tlie  jurisdiction  of  the  provincial  legislatures  over 
all  matters  assigned  to  them  in  the  distribution  of 
powers  by  the  92nd  section  of  the  British  North  America 
act  being  absolute  and  ‘  exclusive,’ s  it  is  evident  that 
the  assent  of  the  Crown  to  the  same  should  be  directly 
conveyed  through  the  lieutenant-governor,  who  is  the 
authorised  representative  of  the  sovereign  in  and 
towards  the  local  legislature!  Within  the  prescribed 
sphere  of  provincial  legislation,  neither  the  governor- 
general  nor  the  dominion  parliament  have  any  statutory 
right  of  interference.  It  is  only  in  the  administration,  on 
behalf  of  the  Crown,  of  the  prerogative  of  control  and 
disallowance  over  provincial  enactments,  which  is  trans¬ 
ferred  by  the  new  constitution  from  the  Queen  in 
council  to  the  governor-general  of  the  dominion  and  his 
responsible  advisers,  and  is  exercisable  within  certain 
exceptional  limits,11  that  the  governor-general  is  com¬ 
petent  to  interpose.  In  this  view  it  is  obviously  in¬ 
correct  to  use  the  name  and  authority  of  a  governor, 
lieutenant-governor,  or  governor-general  for  the  vali¬ 
dation  of  a  provincial  statute.  Moreover,  under  any 
circumstances,  ‘the  royal  assent’  to  legislative  acts  can 
only  be  constitutionally  given  or  withheld  ‘  in  the  name 
of’  the  sovereign/  The  ‘  name  of  the  governor-general,’ 
who  himself  exercises  merely  a  delegated  authority, w 
cannot  be  invoked  for  any  such  purpose.  The  diversity 
of  practice  in  this  particular,  as  also  in  the  enacting 
clause  of  colonial  statutes,  has  existed  from  the  earliest 
times  in  the  old  colonies  of  British  America,  and  still 
continues  in  certain  of  the  Canadian  provinces, x  as  well 

s  S ee  post,  pp.  526,  578.  use  of  the  same  formula,  at  least  in 

1  See  post,  p.  589.  the  provinces  of  Ontario  and  Quebec 

u  See  post,  pp.  457,  511-529.  respectively,  is  obviously  confirmed 
See  post,  p.  584 ;  and  ante,  p.  and  enjoined  by  sec.  65  of  the 
162.  This  was  the  form  prescribed  B.N.A.  act. 
for  use  in  Upper  and  Lower  Canada  w  See  ante,  p.  202. 

by  the  Constitutional  act  of  1791  x  See  Stokes  on  Colonies  (pub. 

(31  Geo.  III.  c.  31,  sec.  30),  and  the  in  1783),  p.  244. 
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as  in  the  colony  of  Natal/  so  far,  at  least,  as  concerns 
the  enacting  clause  of  bills. 

(2)  That  nevertheless,  whenever,  ‘  according  to  his 
discretion,’  the  lieutenant-governor  shall  see  fit  to  ‘  re¬ 
serve  ’  a  bill  presented  to  him  for  the  royal  assent,  he 
should  declare  that  he  reserves  the  same  ‘for  the  signifi¬ 
cation  of  the  pleasure  of  his  excellency  the  governor- 
general,’  inasmuch  as,  in  such  a  case,  it  is  manifestly 
intended  by  the  British  North  America  act  that  the 
term  ‘  governor-general  ’  should  be  substituted  for  that 
of  ‘  the  Queen,’  as  indicating  the  functionary  by  whom, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  assent  or  dissent  of  the 
Crown  is  to  be  declared.  This  is  the  interpretation 
which  is  put  upon  the  act  by  constitutional  practice  in 
all  the  dominion  provinces.2  And  the  soundness  of  this 
conclusion  is  confirmed  by  the  obvious  intendment  of 
the  act,  in  regard  to  the  disallowance  of  provincial  acts, 
as  hereinafter  stated. 

(3)  That,  whenever  the  lieutenant-governor  shall 
have  assented  in  the  Queen’s  name  to  a  bill  passed  by 
the  provincial  legislature,  it  becomes  his  duty  promptly 
to  forward  a  copy  thereof  to  the  governor-general,  in 
order  that  if  the  Hovernor-general  in  council  should  see 
fit,  within  one  year  after  the  receipt  of  the  said  act,  to 
disallow  the  same,  such  disallowance  may  be  duly  noti¬ 
fied  to  the  provincial  authorities  concerned  therein. 
This  also  is  in  accordance  with  constitutional  practice 
in  the  dominion  provinces.0, 

(4)  And  finally,  with  respect  to  provincial  bills 
which  have  been  reserved  for  the  sioTufication  of  the 

O 

governor-general’s  pleasure,  it  is  clear  that  no  such  bill 
can  have  any  force,  or  go  into  operation,  unless  and 


y  Royal  instructions  to  governor  1873,  p.  374.  Nova  Scotia  Assem. 
of  Natal,  Com.  Pap.  1882,  v.  47,  p.  Join1.  May  7,  1874. 

399.  a  Onf.  L.  A.  Jour.  1869,  p.  126. 

z  Ontario  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 
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until,  witliin  one  year b  from  the  date  of  its  being  re¬ 
served  by  the  lieutenant-governor,  the  governor-general 
shall  intimate  that  the  same  has  received  the  assent  of 
the  governor-general  in  council ;  and  an  entry  of  such 
formal  announcement  shall  be  kept  in  the  records  and 
legislative  journals  of  the  particular  province. 

We  have  still  to  consider  whether  the  governor- 
general,  in  determining,  according  to  his  discretion, 
what  shall  be  the  judgment  of  the  Crown  in  respect  to 
bills  passed  by  the  provincial  legislatures,  and  whether 
they  shall  be  disallowed  or  confirmed,  fulfils  this  func¬ 
tion  as  an  Imperial  ofiicer  and  subject  to  instructions 
received  from  the  secretary  of  state,  or  whether  he  is 
bound  to  be  guided  by  the  advice  of  his  ministers,  who 
are  themselves  responsible  to  the  dominion  house  of 
commons. 

This  question  is  not  without  difficulty,  as  well  in 
relation  to  the  general  principles  of  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,  as  in  its  bearing  upon  those  sections  of  the  British 
North  America  act  which  confer  upon  each  province  of 
the  dominion  exclusive  powers  of  legislation,  in  regard 
to  certain  specified  matters  of  local  concern.  In  fact,  it 
has  given  rise  to  an  interesting  controversy  between 
the  Imperial  government  and  the  advisers  of  the  Crown 
in  Canada.  A  brief  review  of  the  progress  and  termi¬ 
nation  of  this  controversy  may  enable  us  to  arrive  at 
a  definite  conclusion  upon  this  vital  and  important 
subject. 

Shortly  after  the  confederation  of  the  provinces  of 
British  North  America  had  been  accomplished,  and  after 
the  close  of  the  first  session  of  the  newly  established 
provincial  legislatures,  this  question  presented  itself  for 

b  In  1879,  by  inadvertence,  the  after  the  expiring  of  the  year.  Ac- 
despatch  signifying  the  governor’s  cordingly,  the  bill  had  to  be  re¬ 
assent  to  a  reserved  bill  from  Prince  enacted  in  the  following  session. 
Edward  Island  was  not  received  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  141,  p. 
by  the  lieut. -governor  until  four  days  174. 
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practical  solution.  The  minister  of  justice  for  the  do¬ 
minion  was  requested  to  advise  the  governor -general 
as  to  the  proper  course  to  pursue  with  respect  to  acts 
passed  the  provincial  legislatures.  In  commencing 
his  first  report  on  this  subject,  the  minister  drew  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  ‘  the  same  powers  of  disallowance 
as  have  always  belonged  to  the  Imperial  government, 
with  respect  to  the  acts  passed  by  colonial  legislatures, 
have  been  conferred  by  the  union  act  on  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Canada.’  But  that  ‘  under  the  present  con¬ 
stitution  of  Canada,  the  general  government  will  be 
called  upon  to  consider  the  propriety  of  allowance  or 
disallowance  of  provincial  acts  much  more  frequently 
than  her  Majesty’s  government  has  been  with  respect  to 
colonial  enactments.’ c 

The  importance  of  establishing  a  correct  constitu¬ 
tional  practice,  in  the  exercise  of  the  weighty  and 
responsible  duties  devolving  upon  him,  under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  induced  the  governor-general  of  Canada 
(Sir  John  Young)  to  apply  to  the  secretary  of  state  for 
the  colonies  (Earl  Granville)  for  instructions  on  this 
matter.  In  a  despatch  dated  March  11, 1869,  he  noticed 
that,  while  the  union  act  provided  that  the  lieutenant- 
governor  of  each  province  might  reserve  bills  for  the 
consideration  of  the  governor-general,  there  was  no 
provision  requiring  the  governor-general  to  take  her 
Majesty’s  pleasure  on  such  legislation.  The  royal  in¬ 
structions  are  also  silent  on  this  point.  Sir  John  Young, 
therefore,  presumed  that  he  ‘should  exercise  the  power 
of  assent  to,  or  reservation  of,  bills  under  the  advice  of 
the  privy  council  of  this  dominion.’  But  bearing  in 
mind  the  necessity  for  arriving  at  some  principle  of 
action  which  should  be  approved  by  her  Majesty’s  go- 


c  Memorandum  from  the  donald),  dated  June  S,  1868.  Can- 
mimster  of  justice  (Sir  J.  A.  Mac-  ada  Sess.  Pap.  1870,  No.  35,  p.  6. 
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vernment,  and  steadily  adhered  to,  lie  submitted  that  it 
was  desirable,  in  a  public  point  of  view,  that  he  should 
receive  some  specific  instructions,  as  an  Imperial  officer, 
as  to  his  course  in  such  a  contingency. 

In  reply  to  this  despatch,  Earl  Granville  pointed  out 
that,  in  the  event  of  a  provincial  act  being  passed,  which 
in  the  opinion  of  the  governor-general  was  £  gravely 
unconstitutional,  or  in  excess  of  the  power  of  the  local 
body,  or  in  violation  of  the  royal  instructions  for  the 
leseivation  of  laws  which  are  objectionable  on  grounds 
of  Imperial  policy,  he  was  not  at  liberty,  even  on  the 
advice  of  his  ministers,  to  sanction  or  assent  to  any  such 
law. .  If  such  advice  were  given,  ‘  it  would  be  his  duty 
to  withhold  his  sanction  and  refer  the  question  to  the- 
secretary  of  state.’  On  the  other  hand,  ‘  if  he  were 
advised  by  his  ministry  to  disallow  any  provincial  act, 
as  illegal  or  unconstitutional,  it  would,  in  general,  be  his 
duty  to  follow  that  advice,  whether  or  not  he  concurred 
in  their  opinion.’  d 

This  despatch  appeared,  at  the  time,  to  be  so  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  dominion  government,  that  by  an  order 
in  council,  dated  July  17,  1869,  the  secretary  of  state 
for  the  provinces  was  directed  to  forward  the  same,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  paragraph  from  the  royal  instructions  to 
the  governor-general — in  reference  to  the  assent,  dis¬ 
allowance,  and  reservation  of  bills  presented  for  his 
sanction — to  the  lieutenant-governors  of  the  several 
provinces  of  the  dominion.® 

In  conformity  with  this  interpretation  of  the  duty 
of  the  governor-general  in  dealing  with  provincial  acts,, 
it  was  stated  by  the  registrar  of  her  Majesty’s  privy 
council,  in  an  official  letter  which,  on  December  13, 
1872,  he  addressed  to  the  under-secretary  of  state  for 
the  colonies,  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  lord  president 
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d  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1870,  No.  35,  pp.  3,  4. 


e  lb.  pp.  25-27. 
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of  the  privy  council,  ‘  the  power  of  confirming  or  clis 
allowing  provincial  acts  is  vested  by  the  statute  [i.e. 
the  British  North  America  act  of  1867]  in  the  governor- 
general  of  the  dominion  of  Canada,  acting  under  the 
advice  of  his  constitutional  advisers  ;  ’  and  that  her 
Majesty  in  council  has  no  jurisdiction  therein! 

Subsequently,  however,  the  Earl  of  Kimberley— 
the  then  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies — in  a 
despatch  to  the  governor -general  of  Canada,  dated 
June  30,  1873,  in  reference  to  the  proposed  disallow¬ 
ance  of  certain  acts  of  the  New  Brunswick  provincial 
legislature,  passed  in  1873,  in  relation  to  common 
schools,  and  which  were  within  the  competence  and 
jurisdiction  of  that  body,  declared  ‘  that  this  is  a  matter 
in  which  you  must  act  on  your  own  individual  discre¬ 
tion,  and  on  which  you  cannot  he  guided  by  the  advice  of 
your  responsible  ministers.’  s 

This  discrepancy  of  opinion  upon  a  question  of 
such  gravity  and  importance  attracted  the  attention  of 
the  Canadian  ministers.  A  committee  of  the  dominion 
privy  council  was  appointed  to  consider  it ;  and  they 
reported,  on  March  8,  1875,  their  opinion  that,  in  their 
view  of  the  construction  of  the  British  North  America 
act,  the  governor-general  was  required  to  exercise  the 
power  of  assent  or  of  disallowance  to  provincial  legis¬ 
lation,  in  the  same  manner  as  he  fulfilled  other  func¬ 
tions  of  government ;  that  is  to  say,  upon  the  advice  of 
his  ministers.  This  conclusion  was  communicated  to 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  by  the  governor- 
general. 

O 

The  Earl  of  Carnarvon,  who  had  succeeded  Lord 
Kimberley  as  colonial  secretary,  was  not  disposed  to 
accept  this  principle.  But,  in  a  despatch  to  the 


1  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1876,  No.  116,  p.  85. 
8  16.  1874,  No.  25,  p.  13. 
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governor-general,  dated  November  5,  1875,  lie  states 
that,  should  it  become  a  matter  of  practical  urgency  to 
decide  the  point,  it  could  be  finally  decided  only  upon 
an  appeal  to  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council 
from  the  judgment  of  a  colonial  court  upon  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Imperial  statute.  I4e  nevertheless  ex¬ 
pressed  Ins  opinion  that  it  would  be  more  in  accordance 
with  the  spirit  of  the  constitution  that  no  rigid  rule  of 
action,  in  such  cases,  should  be  laid  down ;  but  that,  in 
conformity  to  the  instructions  given  to  the  governors 
in  Australia,  in  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of 
mercy,  ‘the  governor-general,  after  having  had  re¬ 
course  to  the  advice  of  his  ministers — whom  the  [do¬ 
minion]  parliament  holds  answerable  for  advising  him 
as  to  all  his  public  acts  (though  not,  in  all  cases,  for 
the  acts  themselves) — may  properly  be  required  to 
give  his  own  individual  decision  as  to  allowance  or 
disallowance.’ 

‘  The  constitutional  remedy  for  any  prolonged  dif¬ 
ference  of  opinion  between  the  governor-general  and 
his  advisers  would  be  the  same  in  this  as  in  any  other 
case  of  a  similar  nature.  Holding,  as  I  have  already 
explained,  the  opinion  that  the  constitution  of  Canada 
does  not  contemplate  any  interference  with  provincial 
legislation  on  a  subject  within  the  competence  of  the 
local  legislature  by  the  dominion  parliament — or,  as  a 
consequence,  by  the  dominion  ministers — I  assume  that 
those  ministers  would  not  feel  themselves  justified  in 
retiring  from  the  administration  of  public  affairs  on 
account  of  the  course  taken  by  the  governor-general 
on  such  a  subject ;  it  being  one  for  which  the  do¬ 
minion  parliament  cannot  hold  themselves  responsible, 
although  it  may  demand  to  know  what  advice  they 
gave.’  h 
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h  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1876,  No.  116,  pp.  83,  84. 
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The  foregoing  despatch  was  referred  by  the 
governor-general  in  council  to  the  minister  of  justice 
(Mr.  Edward  Blake)  for  his  consideration.  On  De¬ 
cember  22,  1875,  Mr.  Blake  submitted  an  elaborate 
report  to  council,  which  traversed  the  whole  ground 
taken  by  the  colonial  secretary.  It  denied  the  applica¬ 
bility  of  his  argument  from  the  analogous  position  of 
a  governor  administering  the  prerogative  of  mercy ; 
inasmuch  as  the  powers  of  provincial  legislatures  are 
strictly  limited  to  certain  subjects  of  a  domestic  cha¬ 
racter,  so  that  their  legislation  can  only  affect  pro¬ 
vincial,  or  at  most  Canadian,  interests.  And,  if  they 
transcend  their  constitutional  competence,  any  acts  in 
excess  of  their  powers  are  inoperative  ab  initio. 

Mr.  Blake,  moreover,  contended  that  inasmuch  as, 
by  the  British  North  America  act,  the  power  of  disal¬ 
lowing  provincial  enactments  is  expressly  vested  in 
‘the  governor-general  in  council,’  in  substitution  for 
the  jurisdiction  which  was  exercised  by  the  Crown  over 
legislation  in  the  same  provinces,  when  they  were 
directly  subordinate  to  ‘  the  Queen  in  council,’  it  fol¬ 
lows  that  the  Canadian  ministers  must  be  directly  and 
exclusively  responsible  to  the  dominion  parliament  for 
the  action  taken  by  the  governor,  in  any  and  every 
such  case ;  and  that  a  governor  who  thinks  it  neces¬ 
sary  that  a  provincial  act  should  be  disallowed  must 
find  ministers  who  will  take  the  responsibility  of  ad¬ 
vising  its  disallowance.  While,  on  the  other  hand, 
ministers  who  think  it  necessary  that  a  provincial  act 
should  be  disallowed  must  resign,  unless  they  can 
secure  the  consent  of  the  governor  to  its  disallowance  ; 
ministers  being  in  every  case  responsible  to  parliament 
for  the  advice  given,  and  for  the  action  consequent  on 
such  advice.1 


1  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1876,  No.  116,  pp.  79,  83. 
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This  report  from  the  minister  of  justice  was  con¬ 
curred  in  by  the  cabinet,  and  approved  by  the 
governor-general  in  council  on  February  29,  1876. 
And  on  April  6,  1876,  it  was  forwarded  by  his  excel¬ 
lency  for  the  consideration  of  the  Imperial  government. 

The  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  in  acknow¬ 
ledging,  on  June  1,  1876,  the  receipt  of  this  report,  re¬ 
iterated  his  convictions  that  an  authoritative  decision, 
upon  the  difficult  question  at  issue  between  the  Impe¬ 
rial  and  colonial  governments,  could  only  be  obtained 
thiough  the  instrumentality  of  the  judicial  committee 
of  the  privy  council,  in  giving  a  judgment  on  appeal 
upon  the  construction  of  the  British  North  America 
act. 

Meanwhile  he  invited  the  Canadian  ministers  to 
consider  another  aspect  of  the  question,  but  which  he 
did  not  now  wish  to  press,  in  opposition  to  their  views. 
In  sections  ten  and  thirteen  of  the  act  aforesaid,  a  dis¬ 
tinction  is  drawn  between  4  the  governor-general  ’  and 
‘  the  governor-general  in  council,’  which  distinction  is 
observed  throughout  the  statute.  It  might  then  be 
urged  that  inasmuch  as  ‘  the  governor-general  ’  alone 
is  charged  in  the  ninetieth  section  with  the  duty  of 
deciding  upon  the  allowance  or  disallowance  of  pro¬ 
vincial  acts,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Imperial  par¬ 
liament  that  the  exclusive  responsibility  of  determining 
such  questions  should  devolve  upon  the  governor- 
general  personally ;  for,  if  his  ministers  had  power  to 
control  his  decisions  upon  provincial  acts,  it  would  be 
tantamount  to  a  repeal  of  that  portion  of  the  British 
North  America  act  which  confers  an  exclusive  right 
to  legislate  upon  certain  matters  on  the  provincial 
legislatures. 

This  despatch  was  referred  by  the  Canadian  cabinet 
to  the  minister  of  justice.  Upon  his  report,  a  minute 
of  council  was  passed,  and  approved  on  September 
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19,  1876,  by  the  governor-general,  to  the  following 
purport. 

It  was  unlikely  that  the  question  of  ministerial  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  connection  with  the  disallowance  of  pro¬ 
vincial  acts  could  be  brought  on  appeal  before  the 
privy  council,  unless  the  governor-general  should  claim 
to  disallow  an  act  independently  and  without  the 
agency  of  his  ministers ;  in  which  case  it  might  be 
questioned  whether  the  act  was  effectually  disallowed. 

The  colonial  secretary’s  suggestion,  that  by  the 
omission  of  the  words  4  in  council,’  in  the  ninetieth 
section,  the  act  meant  to  confer  an  independent  power 
upon  the  governor-general,  is  at  variance  with  the 
general  intention  of  the  clause.  It  is  more  reasonable 
to  suppose  that  these  words  were  omitted  for  the  sake 
of  brevity,  and  to  avoid  unnecessary  repetition. 

As  to  the  apprehension  expressed  that  the  Canadian 
ministers  might  abuse  the  power  of  controlling  by  their 
advice  the  decisions  of  the  governor-general  upon  pro¬ 
vincial  acts,  no  such  consideration  would  be  valid 
against  the  true  construction  of  the  statute,  although 
it  might  be  a  reason,  if  well  founded,  for  a  change  in 
the  law.  But,  in  fact,  the  Canadian  ministers  repre¬ 
senting  the  several  provinces  of  the  confederation,  and 
dependent  for  their  continuance  in  office  upon  their 
retaining  the  confidence  of  the  confederate  parliament, 
are  most  unlikely  to  disregard  provincial  rights  under 
any  circumstances ;  and  any  such  abuse  of  power  would 
be  quickly  followed  by  disastrous  consequences  to  them¬ 
selves.  We  have,  indeed,  a  greater  security  that  this 
power  will  be  wisely  exercised,  upon  the  advice  of  the 
Canadian  ministers,  than  exists  in  the  exercise  by  the 
Queen  in  council  of  the  power  of  disallowing  acts  of 
the  dominion  parliament,  because  for  any  such  proceed¬ 
ing  in  Canada  ministers  would  be  held  responsible  to 
the  Canadian  people. 
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The  governor-general  cannot  be  supposed  to  be 
•capable  of  determining  such  questions  upon  his  own 
unaided  judgment ;  neither  ought  he  to  act  upon  the 
counsel  of  persons  who  are  not  his  constitutional 
advisers,  or  upon  instructions  from  the  colonial  office, 
which  would  render  the  Imperial  authorities  responsible 
in  the  case.  The  important  and  difficult  questions 
arising  out  of  the  exercise  of  this  prerogative  can,  there¬ 
fore,  be  prudently  and  wisely  solved  by  the  governor- 
general  only  as  he  acts  upon  the  advice  of  his  responsible 
ministers,  who,  whether  they  be  more  or  less  accountable 
for  the  same,  will  naturally  influence  his  decision  very 
materially. 

This  report  was  duly  transmitted  to  the  colonial 
secretary,  who,  in  a  despatch  to  the  governor-general  of 
October  31,  1876,  commented  thereon.  He  acknow¬ 
ledged  the  force  of  Mr.  Blake’s  arguments,  and  the 
propriety  of  his  conclusions  in  general,  which,  he 
allowed,  were  sustained  by  high  authorities  in  England, 
but  still  inclined,  for  his  own  part,  to  prefer  a  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  British  North  America  act  which  would 
permit  of  the  governor-general  acting  independently  of 
his  ministers  in  deciding  upon  the  allowance  or  dis¬ 
allowance  of  provincial  acts. 

Admitting  that  the  governor-general  could  not  and 
ought  not  to  act  upon  his  own  unaided  judgment,  the 
colonial  secretary  suggested  that  he  should  invariably 
have  recourse  to  the  advice  of  his  ministers  before 
deciding  upon  such  questions.  He  would  then  be 
acting  under  the  advice  of  his  ministers,  although  he 
might  not  be  willing  to  act  according  to  their  advice. 

But  this  conclusion  failed  to  satisfy  Mr.  Blake.  In 
a  further  report,  in  answer  to  the  aforesaid  despatch, 
the  minister  of  justice  demurs  to  the  assumption  that 
the  governor-general  is  aided  by  his  ministers’  advice, 
when  he  arrives  at  a  decision  adverse  thereto,  which 
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must  be  based  upon  opposite  considerations,  entertained 
solely  by  himself.  And  lie  reaffirms  the  position  for 
which  he  had  contended  throughout  this  controversy, 
4  that,  under  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  constitution, 
ministers  must  be  responsible  for  the  governor’s  action.’ 
4  He  regrets  that  the  discussion  has  not  resulted  in  an 
agreement,  but  ventures  to  hope  that  it  has,  at  any  rate, 
decreased  the  probability  of  future  difficulty  on  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  very  grave  importance.’  This  report  was  approved 
by  the  governor-general  in  council,  on  Nov.  21,  1876, 
and  ordered  to  be  transmitted  to  the  secretary  of  state 
for  the  colonies.  On  Jan.  4,  1877,  its  receipt  was 
acknowledged  by  the  colonial  secretary,  but  without 
further  comment  or  observation.3 

In  reviewing  this  ably  conducted  correspondence,  we 
may  remark  that  the  controversy  between  the  Imperial 
and  dominion  governments  took  a  different  shape  as 
the  discussion  proceeded.  At  first,  a  distinct  claim  was 
preferred  by  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  liberty 
to  review,  and  under  certain  exceptional  circumstances 
to  disallow,  provincial  legislation,  through  instructions 
to  the  governor-general  as  an  Imperial  officer.  After¬ 
wards  this  ground  was  abandoned,  and  the  constitu¬ 
tional  propriety,  if  not  the  abstract  right,  of  the  Imperial 
government  to  interfere  with  provincial  legislation, 
unless  in  extraordinary  cases  and  under  very  exceptional 
circumstances,  was  no  longer  urged.  The  secretary  of 
state  then  claimed  that  the  governor-general  personally 
had  an  4  independent  ’  right  (without  the  consent  of  his 
ministers,  whether  actual  or  prospective)  to  determine 
upon  the  expediency  of  allowing  or  disallowing  provincial 
statutes ;  and  in  proof  of  this  contention  he  appealed  to 
the  wording  of  the  British  North  America  act.  Mr. 
Blake’s  argument  was  directed  to  show  the  inconsistency 
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of  this  position,  with  an  acknowledgment  of  the  principle 
of  self-government  in  matters  of  local  concern. 

It  would  seem,  however,  that  some  points,  which 
are  material  to  the  solution  of  the  question,  appear  to 
have  been  overlooked  on  both  sides.  They  may  be 
stated  as  follows  : — 

(1)  The  ninetieth  section  of  the  British  North  America 
act,  which  substitutes  ‘  the  governor-general  ’  for  4  the 
Queen,’  as  the  executive  authority  which  is  ultimately 
empowered  to  give  or  withhold  the  assent  of  the  Crown 
to  bills  passed  by  the  provincial  legislatures,  and  which 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  would  construe  as 
applying  to  the  governor-general,  acting  independently 
of  his  ministers,  refers  not  merely  to  the  allowance  or 
disallowance  of  provincial  enactments,  but  likewise  to 
the  action  of  ‘  the  governor-general  ’  in  relation  to 
appropriation  and  tax  bills,  and  in  the  recommendation 
of  money  votes.  All  these  matters  are  embraced  in  the 
same  category,  and  if  the  governor-general  can  act, 
under  the  powers  conferred  upon  him  by  this  clause, 
independently  of  his  ministers,  in  the  one  case,  he  can 
do  so,  of  equal  right,  in  all  the  cases  enumerated.  This 
would  be  obviously  unconstitutional,  which  plainly  shows 
that  the  secretary  of  state’s  interpretation  of  the  clause 
is  untenable.  It  is  then  more  reasonable  to  infer  that 
the  term  4  governor-general,’  in  this  clause,  was  not 
made  use  of  simply  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  and  to  avoid 
needless  repetition,  which  would  be  an  unwarrantable 
excuse  for  obscure  phraseology  in  such  an  important 
and  authoritative  document,  but  as  being  a  sufficient 
and  appropriate  antithesis  to  the  term  employed  to 
designate  the  Imperial  executive  authority  in  the  fifty  - 
sixth  clause  (which  is  intended  to  be  read  in  connection 
with  clause  ninety),  and  where  the  term  4  Queen  in 
council’  is  used  in  reference  to  the  disallowance  of 
dominion  acts.  Of  course  the  Queen,  in  declaring  her 
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approval  or  disapproval  of  such  enactments,  can  only  do 
so  4  in  council.’  In  the  corresponding  action  of  the 
governor-general,  in  reference  to  provincial  legislation, 
it  is  equally  clear  that  he  should  act  4  in  council :  ’ 
inasmuch  as  his  functions  are  performed,  in  a  colony 
where  responsible  government  prevails,  under  the  same 
constitutional  restrictions  as  those  of  the  sovereign, 
in  relation  to  bills  passed  by  the  Imperial  parliament. 

The  late  Sir  J ohn  A.  Macdonald,  in  an  official  memorandum, 
stated  :  ‘  Long  before  confederation,  the  principle  of  what  is  known 
as  “  responsible  government  ”  had  been  conceded  to  the  colonies  now 
united  in  the  dominion.  .  .  .  Whether  therefore,  in  any  case,  power 
is  given  to  the  governor-general  to  act  individually  or  with  the  aid 
of  his  council,  the  act,  as  one  within  the  scope  of  the  Canadian  con¬ 
stitution,  must  be  on  the  advice  of  a  responsible  minister.  The 
distinction  drawn  in  the  statute  between  an  act  of  the  governor  and 
an  act  of  the  governor  in  council  is  a  technical  one,  and  arose  from 
the  fact  that  in  Canada,  for  a  long  period  before  confederation, 
certain  acts  of  administration  were  required  bylaw  to  be  done  under 
the  sanction  of  an  order  in  council,  while  others  did  not  require  that 
formality.  In  both  cases,  however,  since  responsible  government  has 
been  conceded,  such  acts  have  always  been  performed  under  the 
advice  of  a  responsible  ministry  or  minister.’  k 

(2)  As  a  matter  of  fact,  ever  since  tlie  passing  of 
tlie  British  North  America  act,  the  governor-general  of 
Canada  has  invariably  decided  upon  the  allowance  or 
disallowance  of  provincial  laws,  on  the  advice  of  his 
ministers,  and  has  never  asserted  a  right  to  decide 
otherwise.  He  has  been  always  content  to  exercise 
this  prerogative  under  the  same  constitutional  limita¬ 
tions  and  restraints  which  apply  to  all  other  acts  of 
executive  authority  in  a  constitutional  monarchy. 

(°)  If,  on  the  contrary,  the  governor-general  had 
assumed  that  he  was  competent  to  act  in  such  cases 
independently  of  his  ministers,  it  could  only  have  been 
in  virtue  of  his  position  as  an  Imperial  officer,  himself 


k  Com.  Tap.  1878-79,  v.  51,  p.  153. 
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responsible  to  Iris  sovereign,  and  for  whose  acts  in  that 
capacity  the  Queen’s  ministers  were  directly  accountable 
to  the  Imperial  parliament.  But  it  has  been  distinctly 
and  repeatedly  declared  by  her  Majesty's  government 
(as  will  be  seen  in  the  precedents  hereinafter  cited)  that 
the  Queen  in  council  claims  no  jurisdiction  over  pro¬ 
vincial  legislation ;  that  the  only  tribunal  before  which 
any  provincial  enactment  could  be  questioned  was  that 
of  the  governor-general ;  and  that  no  Imperial  secretary 
of  state  would  undertake  to  advise  an  interference  by 
the  Crown  with  the  action  or  determination  of  the  go- 
vernor-creneral  in  such  matters.  Should  there  be  an 

O 

apparent  failure  of  justice  by  reason  of  a  provincial 
act  being  left  to  its  operation,  redress  could  only  be 
obtained  upon  application  to  the  provincial  legislature 
from  whence  the  act  had  emanated  ;  or,  in  the  event  of  a 
presumption  that  a  particular  statute  had  been  illegally 
enacted,  by  recourse  to  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
to  decide  whether  or  not  the  statute  was  valid  and 
effectual. 

On  this  head  it  has  been  pertinently  remarked  by 
an  eminent  Canadian  judge,  that  4  it  is  not  to  be  ex¬ 
pected  that  the  governor-general  in  council  will  be  so 
far  able  to  examine  all  acts  passed  by  the  provincial 
legislatures  as  to  foresee  all  possible  constitutional  diffi¬ 
culties  that  may  arise  on  their  construction ;  and,  there¬ 
fore,  an  omission  to  disallow  is  not  to  be  deemed  in  any 
manner  as  making  valid  an  act,  or  a  part  of  an  act, 
which  is  essentially  void,  as  being  against  the  constitu¬ 
tion.’  1 

In  deciding  upon  the  validity  or  expediency  of  pro¬ 
vincial  enactments,  the  governor-general  in  council  has 
no  arbitrary  discretion.  The  decision  of  the  dominion 


1  C.  J.  Harrison,  in  Leprohon  v.  v.  Wood,  5  E.  &  B.  49,  55),  40 
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government,  upon  all  sucli  questions  must  be  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  British  North 
America  act.  That  statute  has  been  correctly  termed 
‘  the  great  charter  of  our  constitution.’  It  recognises 
and  guarantees  to  every  province  in  the  confederation 
the  right  of  local  self-government  in  all  cases  within  the 
competency  of  the  provincial  authorities.  And  it  does 
not  contemplate  or  justify  any  interference  with  the 
exclusive  powers  which  it  entrusts  to  the  legislatures  of 
the  several  provinces ;  except  in  regard  to  acts  which 
transcend  the  lawful  bounds  of  provincial  jurisdiction, 
or  which  assert  a  principle,  or  prefer  a  claim,  that 
might  injuriously  affect  the  interests  of  any  other  por¬ 
tions  of  the  dominion,  or  in  the  case  of  acts  which 
diminish  rights  of  minorities  in  the  particular  province 
m  1  elation  to  education,  that  had  been  conferred  by 
law  in  any  province  prior  to  confederations  These 
principles  must  be  studiously  kept  in  view,  and  steadily 
maintained,  whenever  the  legislation  of  any  province 
is  submitted  to  the  constitutional  criticism  of  the  gover¬ 
nor  in  council.  Otherwise,  there  would  be  a  danger 
not  merely  of  the  infraction  of  local  rights  guaranteed 
by  the  Imperial  parliament,  but  as  a  necessary  result  of 
any  such  violation  of  the  principle  of  local  self-govern¬ 
ment,  of  a  disruption  of  the  bond  which  unites  together 
the  several  portions  of  the  Canadian  dominion.  °  And 
these  considerations  should  equally  influence  the  two 
houses  of  the  dominion  parliament  whenever  they  are 
invited  to  express  an  opinion  upon  questions  which  it 
may  appertain  to  the  provincial  authorities  to  determine. 

It  is,  indeed,  a  supposable  case,  that  a  provincial  act 


British  North  America  act, 
1867,  secs.  92-95.  And  see  memo¬ 
randum  of  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald 
(minister  of  justice)  of  Aug.  26, 
1873,  in  reference  to  certain  Orange 
Society  incorporation  acts,  passed 


by  the  Ontario  legislature,  Ontario 
Sess.  Pap.  1st  Sess.  1874,  No.  19. 
And  Earl  Carnarvon’s  despatch  to 
Earl  Dufferin,  of  Nov.  5,  1875.  See 
further  on  this  point,  post,  pp.  461- 
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might  come  under  review  by  the  dominion  governor  in 
council  which  should  be  found  to  contain  provisions  ‘of 
an  extraordinary  nature  and  importance  ’ — such  as,  if 
the  bill  had  been  enacted  by  the  dominion  parliament, 
the  governor  under  the  royal  instructions  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  reserve  it  for  the  signification  of  the  royal 
pleasure  thereon — and  that  the  Canadian  privy  council 
might  deem  it  expedient  to  advise  that  this  particular 
measure  should  be  permitted  to  go  into  operation,  con¬ 
trary  to  the  opinion  of  the  governor-general.  Whatever 
proceedings  the  governor-general  might  be  competent 
to  take  in  such  a  contingency  in  order  to  vindicate  his 


own  judgment  in  the  matter,  it  is  obvious  that  under 
the  British  North  America  act  he  would  not  be  at  liberty 
to  reserve  the  bill  for  the  consideration  of  the  Crown, 
unless  upon  the  advice  and  with  the  consent  of  his 
ministers  for  the  time  being,  inasmuch  as  it  has  been 


authoritatively  stated,  on  behalf  of  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment,  that  ‘  the  power  of  confirming  or  disallowing 
provincial  acts  is  vested  by  statute  in  the  governor- 
general  of  the  dominion,  acting  under  the  advice  of  his 
constitutional  advisers ;  ’  and  that  that  statute  does  not 
confer  upon  ‘her  Majesty  in  council  any  jurisdiction 
over  ’  such  questions,  though  ‘  it  is  conceivable  that  the 
effect  and  validity  of’  any  provincial  enactment  might 
at  some  future  time  ‘  be  brought  before  her  Majesty  on 
an  appeal  from  the  Canadian  courts  of  justice.’ 11 

Before  we  proceed  to  consider  the  constitutional 
practice  which  regulates  the  exercise  by  the  dominion 
government  of  its  lawful  control  over  provincial  legisla- 
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n  Opinion  of  the  lord  president 
of  the  privy  council  (the  Marquis  of 
Ripon),  in  December,  1872,  quoted 
in  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1876,  No.  116, 
p.  85.  See  also  post,  p.  512.  See 
Mr.  Justice  G-wynne’s  remarks  in 
the  Mercer  Case,  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 


v.  5,  p.  711.  The  extent  to  which 
the  legal  right  of  interpretation  and 
control  over  provincial  legislation 
is  exercised  by  the  courts  of  law  is 
elsewhere  considered.  See  post, 
p.  537. 
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tion,  we  may  suitably  direct  attention  to  a  series  of 
precedents  which  confirm  and  establish  the  points  we 
have  already  ascertained;  namely,  that  under  the  British 
North  America  act  the  control  of  the  Crown  over  the 
provinces  of  the  Canadian  dominion  is  now  exercised 
not  directly  by  Imperial  authority,  but  indirectly 
through  the  instrumentality  of  the  dominion  govern¬ 
ment,  and  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  governor-gene¬ 
ral  in  council,  in  the  exercise  of  his  constitutional 
supremacy,  to  respect  the  rights  of  the  provinces  in 
matters  ol  local  legislation,  so  far  as  the  same  are 
defined  by  the  British  North  America  act. 

In  18/1,  an  act  passed  by  the  provincial  legislature  of  New 
Biunswick,  in  relation  to  common  schools,  came  under  review  by 
the  dominion  government.  Numerous  petitions,  from  the  Roman 
catholic  inhabitants  of  the  province,  were  presented  to  the  governor- 
general,  praying  that  this  act  might  be  disallowed,  as  being  an 
infringement  upon  the  rights  which  they  enjoyed,  as  a  religious 
denomination,  at  the  time  of  confederation.  But  whereas  the 
provincial  legislatures  possess,  under  the  ninety-third  section  of  the 
Biitish  North  America  act,  exclusive  powers  of  legislation  in 
educational  matters,  subject  only  to  the  right  of  the  dominion 
parliament  to  make  remedial  laws,  under  certain  specified  circum¬ 
stances,  the  governor-general  was  advised  by  the  minister  of  justice, 
on  Jan.  20,  1872,  that  he  had  no  right  to  intervene,  and  should 
allow  the  act  in  question  to  go  into  operation.  If  any  religious 
body  was  aggrieved  thereby,  they  ‘  should  appeal  to  the  provincial 
legislature,  which  has  the  sole  power  to  grant  redress.’ 

However,  on  May  30,  18/2,  a  motion  was  made  in  the  dominion 
house  of  commons  for  an  address  to  the  governor-general,  praying* 
him  to  disallow  the  aforesaid  statute.  To  this  motion  an  amendment 
was  proposed,  deprecating  such  a  proceeding,  on  the  ground  that  the 
act  was  strictly  within  the  competence  of  the  provincial  legislature, 
whose  powers  ought  not  to  be  impaired  by  the  dominion  parliament. 
It  was  then  proposed,  as  an  amendment  to  this  amendment,  to 
address  her  Majesty  in  favour  of  the  amendment  of  the  British 
North  America  act,  so  as  to  secure  to  every  religious  denomination 
in  hew  Brunswick  the  rights  which  they  enjoyed  at  the  time  of  the 
union  with  Canada  in  regard  to  schools.  These  several  motions 
weie  negatived,  and  a  resolution  agreed  to,  expressing  regret  that 
the  aforesaid  New  Brunswick  statute  should  have  proved  unsatis- 
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factory  to  the  Roman  catholics  in  that  province,  and  a  hope  that  it 
might  be  so  modified  at  the  next  session  of  the  provincial  legislature 
as  to  remove  any  just  cause  of  discontent ;  and  declaring  that  it  is 
expedient  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  Crown  law  officers  in  England 
(and  if  possible  of  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council),  as  to 
the  right  of  the  New  Brunswick  legislature  to  make  such  changes  in 
the  school  law  as  would  deprive  Roman  catholics  of  the  privileges 
they  possessed,  prior  to  the  union,  in  respect  of  religious  education  ; 
so  as  to  determine  whether  the  parliament  of  Canada  would  be 
warranted  to  intervene,  under  the  fourth  sub-section  of  the  ninety- 
third  clause  of  the  British  North  America  act,  with  remedial  legis¬ 
lation  in  their  behalf. 

Application  was  accordingly  made,  through  the  governor-general, 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Imperial  Crown  law  officers  on  this  question. 
Amongst  the  papers  submitted  to  these  officers  was  a  memorandum 
from  the  executive  council  of  New  Brunswick,  dated  Dec.  23,  1872, 
protesting  against  any  interference,  by  the  dominion  house  of 
commons,  with  the  exclusive  powers  assigned  to  the  provincial 
legislature  by  the  confederation  act,  and  deprecating  any  reference 
of  the  case  to  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  England.  The  com¬ 
petency  of  the  New  Brunswick  legislature  exclusively  to  frame  laws 
on  this  subject  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  unanimous  judgment 
of  the  supreme  court  in  that  province,  who  further  held  that  the 
dominion  parliament  possessed  no  power  of  remedial  legislation  in 
the  matter.0 

Meanwhile,  in  compliance  with  the  aforesaid  resolution  of  the 
Canadian  commons,  the  Crown  law  officers,  as  well  as  the  lords  of 
the  privy  council,  were  applied  to,  by  the  governor-general,  for  their 
opinion  upon  the  case.  On  November  29,  1872,  and  on  February  12 
and  April  7,  1873,  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  reported  that,  upon 
full  consideration  of  the  question  before  them,  they  agreed  with  the 
dominion  minister  of  justice  that  the  provincial  legislature  was  com¬ 
petent  to  pass  the  school  act,  and  that  no  case  had  been  made  out  to 
warrant  an  interference  with  that  statute  j  or  that  would  ‘  bring 
into  operation  the  restraining  powers,  or  the  powers  of  appeal  to  the 
governor-general  in  council,  and  the  powers  of  remedial  legislation 
in  the  parliament  of  the  dominion,  contained  in  the  ninety-third 
section ’of  the  British  North  America  act.  The  lord-president  of 
the  council,  under  date  of  December  13,  1872,  declined  to  interfere, 
for  the  reason  already  stated ;  namely,  that  the  power  of  confirming 
or  disallowing  provincial  acts  was  vested  by  law  absolutely  and 
exclusively  in  the  governor-general  in  council.1* 

0  Pugsley,  New  Brunswick  Be-  p  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  89, 
ports,  v.  1,  p.  273.  pp.  343-428.  And  see  ante,  p.  442. 
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Upon  the  commons  of  Canada  being  notified  of  this  result,  they 
agreed  to  another  resolution,  on  May  14,  1873,  wherein  they  declared 
their  opinion  that  the  parties  aggrieved  by  the  New  Brunswick 
school  act  of  1871  should  have  an  opportunity  of  bringing  the 
matter  judicially  before  the  privy  council  ;  and  that  meanwhile  the 
governor-general  should  be  advised  to  disallow  certain  acts  passed 
at  the  last  session  of  the  New  Brunswick  legislature,  to  legalise 
assessments  made  under  that  statute,  and  to  amend  the  same.  This 
resolution  was  carried  against  ministers.  His  excellency,  however, 
being  advised  that  the  aforesaid  statutes  sought  to  be  disallowed 
were,  equally  with  the  act  of  1871,  within  the  competence  of  the 
provincial  legislature,  authorised  the  minister  of  justice  to  inform 
the  house  of  commons  that  he  was  not  prepared  at  present  to  comply 
with  theii  request,  but  that,  in  accordance  with  the  advice  of  his 
ministers,  he  should  submit  the  question  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Imperial  government. 

The  supreme  court  of  New  Brunswick  having,  as  we  have  seen, 
affirmed  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  of  1871,  and  no  appeal  from 
their  judgment  having  as  yet  been  made  to  the  privy  council,  not¬ 
withstanding  that  the  dominion  parliament  had  granted  moneys  to 
defray  the  cost  of  an  appeal,  the  executive  council  of  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  on  May  19,  1873,  addressed  a  further  protest  to  the  governor- 
general  against  the  interference  of  the  house  of  commons  in  the 
matter.  The  council  claimed  for  the  dominion  government  entire 
freedom  in  dealing  with  questions  expressly  reserved  to  the  control 
of  the  provincial  legislatures,  and  asserted  that  the  house  of  commons 
ought  to  abstain  from  endeavouring  to  control  the  government  in 
cases  wherein  the  dominion  parliament  had  no  right  to  legislate. 
They  declared  that  the  establishment  of  a  contrary  principle  would 
destroy  the  federal  character  of  the  union  and  the  independence  of 
the  local  legislatures. 

The  governor-general  reported  these  particulars  to  the  secretary 
of  state  for  the  colonies  on  May  27,  1873,  with  a  request  for  instruc¬ 
tions  as  to  the  course  he  should  pursue.  The  colonial  secretary  in 
his  reply,  dated  June  30,  1873,  informed  the  governor-general  that 
the  acts  in  question,  being  within  the  powers  of  the  local  legislature 
and  in  agreement  with  the  general  spirit  of  the  act  of  confederation, 
ought  to  be  allowed  to  remain  in  force,  and  could  not  constitutionally 
be  interfered  with  by  the  house  of  commons.  Otherwise,  the 
exclusive  right  of  legislation  in  such  questions,  conferred  by  the 

act  of  union  upon  the  provincial  legislature,  would  be  virtually 
an  nil  m  a  J 


q  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1874,  No.  25,  pp.  8-13. 
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At  this  juncture,  another  occasion  arose  for  testing  the  legality  New 
of  the  common-school  acts  before  the  courts  of  law,  and  of  obtain-  Bruns' 
ing,  as  the  result  proved,  a  decision  of  the  judicial  committee  of  the  sci100i 
privy  council  thereon.  In  Hilary  term,  1873,  a  Mr.  Maher,  a  act. 
Roman  catholic  resident  in  the  town  of  Portland,  New  Brunswick, 
who  had  been  assessed  under  the  said  acts,  applied  to  the  supreme 
court  for  a  rule  nisi,  calling  on  the  town  council  to  show  cause  why 
a  writ  of  certiorari  should  not  be  issued  to  bring  the  order  of  assess¬ 
ment  into  court,  with  a  view  to  its  being  quashed  ;  on  the  ground 
that  the  act  under  which  the  assessment  was  made  was  ultra  vires, 
and  in  contravention  of  the  British  North  America  act.  The  court, 
however,  upheld  the  legality  of  the  statutes,  and  of  the  assessments 
made  under  the  same.  An  appeal  was  then  brought  before  the 
judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council  from  this  decision.  It  was 
argued  in  July,  1874  ;  but  their  lordships,  without  calling  upon  the 
respondents,  gave  judgment  confirming  the  decision  of  the  court 
below,  and  dismissing  the  appeal  with  costs.1' 

The  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  New  Brunswick  legislature  in 
the  disposal  of  this  question  having  been  thus  acknowledged,  as  well 
by  the  Imperial  and  dominion  governments  as  also  by  the  privy 
council,  no  alternative  remained  to  the  dissentients  but  to  appeal 
to  the  New  Brunswick  assembly.  Accordingly,  in  the  years  1873 
and  1874,  numerous  petitions  were  presented  to  that  body,  asking 
for  such  an  amendment  of  the  common-school  act  of  1871  as  would 
secure  to  Roman  catholics  in  that  province  ‘  separate  schools.’  But, 
after  careful  inquiry  and  consideration,  the  house  of  assembly  on 
March  4,  1874,  resolved,  that  it  was  inexpedient  to  grant  special 
rights  and  privileges,  in  respect  to  denominational  education,  to  any 
class  of  persons.  The  house  also  protested  against  any  attempts, 
either  by  the  Imperial  parliament  or  by  the  dominion  government, 
to  impair  or  curtail  the  privileges  and  powers  of  the  provincial 
legislature,  without  its  own  previous  consent  and  the  sanction  of 
the  people.s 

On  March  10,  1875,  the  dominion  house  of  commons  addressed 
the  Queen,  representing  the  inexpediency  and  danger  of  any  Imperial 
legislation  that  would  encroach  upon  the  powers  reserved  to  the 
provinces  by  the  British  North  America  act ;  but  expressing  regret 


r  Ex  parte  Maher  is  an  unre¬ 
ported  case.  The  judgment  of  the 
judicial  committee  is  also  unre¬ 
ported,  but  will  be  found  in  the 
London  ‘  Times,’  of  July  18,  1874, 
p.  11,  col.  4;  also  in  the  Toronto 
‘  Globe  ’  of  July  31,  1874.  See 
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that  their  anticipations  (on  May  29,  1872)  that  the  New  Brunswick 
school  act  would  be  so  modified  by  the  provincial  legislature  as  to 
remove  any  just  ground  of  discontent  had  not  been  realised  ;  and 
praying  her  Majesty  to  exert  her  influence  with  that  legislature  to 
bring  about  the  desired  result.  This  address  was  forwarded  to  the 
Queen  through  the  proper  channel. 

On  October  18,  1875,  a  reply  to  this  address  was  embodied  in  a 
despatch  from  the  colonial  secretary  (Lord  Carvarvon),  which  con¬ 
curred  in  the  opinion  that  Imperial  legislation  to  curtail  the  powers 
vested  by  law  in  the  provincial  legislature  would  be  an  undue  inter¬ 
ference  with  the  local  constitutions  and  with  the  terms  of  union. 
But  equally  the  secretary  was  unable  to  advise  her  Majesty  to  take 
action  upon  this  address ;  inasmuch  as  her  direct  intervention  in 
the  matter  would  be  liable  to  the  same  objections.  He  could  only 
express  a  strong  hope  that  the  ruling  majority  in  New  Brunswick 
might  be  disposed  so  to  exercise  their  undoubted  rights  as  to  remove 
all  reasonable  causes  of  complaint,  and  so  avoid  the  ‘  serious  incon¬ 
venience  [of]  bringing  under  public  discussion  in  the  dominion  legis¬ 
lature  a  controverted  question  which  may  possibly  engender  much 
heat  and  irritation,  and  over  which  it  has  no  jurisdiction.’ t 

This  expectation,  however,  has  not  been  realised  ;  and  separate 
schools  are  not  yet  established  by  law  in  New  Brunswick. 

A  satisfactory  solution  of  the  much-vexed  school 
Question  was  finally  effected,  however,  through  the  in¬ 
strumentality  of  the  Senator  for  St.  John— the  Hon. 
John  Boyd.  After  much  bitter  contention  and  strife 
between  the  protestant  and  catholic  parties,  worked 
up  to  such  fever  pitch  that  the  extreme  measure  of 
seizing  the  bishop’s  private  property  had  been  resorted 
to  in  order  to  secure  payment  of  the  school  tax,  Bishop 
Sweeny  invited  Senator  Boyd— chairman  of  the  school 
board — to  consult  with  him,  with  a  view  to  a  possible 
settlement  of  the  dispute.  As  a  result  of  several  inter¬ 
views  between  these  gentlemen — the  senator  having 
been  delegated  by  the  board  a  committee  to  negotiate 
in  its  interests — the  bishop  consented  to  place  his  chil¬ 
dren  under  the  charge  of  the  board,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  the  Boman  catholic  school  houses  would 


1  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  89,  p.  434. 
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be  taken  by  the  board,  during  school  hours,  at  a  certain 
rental ;  that  their  teachers  who  passed  the  government 
examinations  be  retained  in  their  places ;  and  catholic 
lay  teachers  appointed  by  the  board — whose  trustees 
are  now  composed  of  catholics  and  protestants — that 
had  been  educated  in  the  normal  school,  to  fill  the 
place  of  the  Christian  Brothers  who  had  declined  to 
come  in  under  the  change. 

After  twenty  years’  experience  of  this  united  system 
of  teaching  from  the  same  books,  Senator  Boyd  writes 
that  there  are  no  differences  or  complaints  existing  on 
either  side,  and  adds  with  reference  to  the  settlement  of 
the  question : — 

‘  The  bishop  from  his  cathedral  pulpit  thanked  me  by  name  for 
the  way  in  which  he  was  met ;  no  man  could  have  acted  in  a  more 
Christian  spirit,  and  no  act  of  Bishop  Sweeny’s  life  has  done  so 
much  as  this  to  bring  about  that  spirit  of  harmony  between 
catholics  and  protestants  which  at  one  time  did  not  prevail  here. 
...  We  try,  and  do  manage,  to  have  catholics  in  charge  of  catholic 
children — although  this  is  not  named  in  our  rules — but  for  pro- 
testant  children  either  are  appointed  ;  the  second  teacher  in  the 
high  school  to-day  being  a  catholic  and  the  head  teacher  a  pro- 
testant.  The  catholic  teachers  may  read  on  opening  the  schools  in 
the  Douay  version  of  the  Testament ;  the  protestant  teachers,  the 
King  James’s  version,  and  the  Lord’s  Prayer  by  each.  Bishop 
Sweeny  asked  that  in  their  schools  they  be  permitted  to  put  up  the 
picture  of  the  crucifixion  of  Christ.  This,  the  emblem  of  our  common 
faith,  is  the  only  religious  symbol  we  use. 

‘  Under  the  same  board — with  one  system  of  instruction,  one  set 
of  rules,  one  set  of  books,  not  asking  where  we  worship  God — we 
have  in  New  Brunswick,  I  believe,  the  most  perfect  system  of 
education  in  the  world.’ 

A  question,  similar  in  principle  to  the  foregoing, 
was  raised  in  Prince  Edward  Island  by  its  Public 
Schools  Act  of  1877. 

That  act  repealed  all  existing  laws  on  the  same  subject,  and 
made  new  provision  on  behalf  of  education  in  the  island.  But, 
according  to  the  law  of  the  province,  the  system  of  education  had 
always  been  non-sectarian  ;  and,  in  this  respect,  the  new  law  made 
no  change. 
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Nevertheless,  in  practice,  certain  exceptional  advantages  had 
been  enjoyed  under  the  old  law  by  various  French  schools  in  the 
island,  wherein  the  Roman  catholic  minority  had  gradually  intro¬ 
duced  books  not  legally  authorised  to  be  used.  Inasmuch  as  such 
exceptional  practices  could  not  be  continued  under  the  new  act,  the 
Roman  catholic  bishop  of  the  island  memorialised  the  lieutenant- 
governor  to  reserve  the  bill  for  the  consideration  of  the  governor- 
general  in  council,  on  the  ground  that  it  interfered  with  the  rights 
of  the  French  Roman  catholic  population  to  possess  ‘  separate  ’ 
schools — which  rights,  he  claimed,  were  intended  to  be  secured  to 
them  under  the  ninety-third  section  of  the  British  North  America  act. 

The  lieutenant-governor  declined  to  reserve  the  bill,  but  under¬ 
took  to  forward  any  memorial  against  it  to  the  dominion  •  govern¬ 
ment,  by  whom  it  could,  if  illegal  or  unjustifiable,  be  disallowed. 

In  transmitting  petitions  against  the  act  to  the  governor-general, 
the  lieutenant-governor  also  forwarded  a  report  from  his  executive 
council  on  the  question,  wherein  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  was 
affirmed,  and  the  claims  urged  against  it  for  separate  and  exclusive 
rights  to  the  French  Roman  catholics  were  shown  to  be  unwarranted 
by  law,  and  contrary  to  the  policy  of  free,  non-sectarian  education, 
heretofore  established  in  the  island. 

The  minister  of  justice  for  Canada,  in  a  careful  review  of  the 
case,  dated  November  8,  1877,  affirmed  the  legality  of  the  public- 
schools  act,  and  denied  that  the  French  schools  above  referred  to  by 
the  Roman  catholic  bishop  ‘  were  denominational  by  law  whatever 
may  have  been  the  course  of  instruction  carried  on  in  them  •  ’  or 
that  any  denomination  had  the  right,  under  the  previous  laws',  ‘  to 
establish  a  separate  or  denominational  school,  not  under  the  control 
of  the  board  of  education.’ 

Admitting  that  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  new  act  appeared 
to  be  severe  and  somewhat  arbitrary,  and  recommending  that  the 
attention  of  the  lieutenant-governor  should  be  called  to  them,  to 
consider  the  expediency  of  certain  amendments  thereto,  the  minister 
of  justice  was  nevertheless  of  opinion  that  the  act  should  be  left  to 
its  operation  ;  and  that  it  was  not  ‘ proper  for  the  federal  authority 
to  attempt  to  interfere  with  the  details  or  accessories  of  a  measure 
of  the  local  legislature,  the  principles  and  objects  of  which  are 
entirely  within  their  province.’  This  report  was  approved  by  the 
governor-general  in  council,  and  the  act  permitted  to  continue  in 
operation.11 

However,  a  solution  of  the  difficulty— in  so  far  as  a  harmonious 
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working  under  the  new  law — was  arrived  at  by  adopting  a  plan 
similar  to  that  accomplished  in  New  Brunswick,  already  noticed, 
ante,  p.  462. 

Another  difficulty  regarding  denominational  schools  occurred  in 
Manitoba  in  the  year  1890.  It  may  be  stated  that  the  conditions 
under  which  this  province  entered  into  the  federal  union  were 
altogether  dissimilar  from  those  of  the  old  established  colonies. 
Prior  to  1870,  the  Hudson  Bay  Company  exercised  plenary  control 
over  the  whole  of  the  north-western  territories.  What  was  known 
as  the  Red  River  settlement  comprised  a  number  of  settlers  and 
half-breeds.  The  former  had  petitioned  the  Imperial  government 
for  a  union  with  the  dominion  of  Canada,  with  the  object  of  obtain¬ 
ing  a  settled  government,  and  escaping  from  the  arbitrary  and 
vexatious  rule  of  the  Hudson  Bay  Company’s  officials.  The  Metis, 
on  the  contrary,  viewed  the  further  influx  of  settlers  as  likely  to 
destroy  their  independence,  and  consign  their  race,  creed,  and  lan¬ 
guage  to  the  control  of  the  new-comers,  and  the  newly-appointed 
governor  sent  by  the  Canadian  government  was  refused  admission 
to  the  recently  constituted  territory.  It  was  with  much  difficulty 
that  order  was  fully  established,  and  that  the  peaceful  acceptance  of 
the  union  act  of  1870  was  brought  into  operation. 

The  twenty-second  section  of  this  act  of  union  reads  as  follows  : 
In  and  for  the  province,  the  said  legislature  (of  Manitoba)  may 
exclusively  make  laws  in  relation  to  education,  subject  and  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  following  provisions  : — 

(1)  Nothing  in  any  such  law  shall  prejudicially  affect  any  right  or 
privilege  with  respect  to  denominational  schools,  which  any  class  of 
persons  have  by  law  or  practice  in  the  province  at  the  time  of  the 
union. 

(2)  An  appeal  shall  lie  to  the  governor-general  in  council  from 
any  act  or  decision  of  the  legislature  of  the  province,  or  of  any  pro¬ 
vincial  authority,  affecting  any  right  or  privilege  of  the  protestant 
or  Roman  catholic  minority  of  the  Queen’s  subjects  in  relation  to 
education. 

(3)  In  case  any  such  provincial  law  as  from  time  to  time  seems 
to  the  governor-general  in  council  requisite  for  the  due  execution  of 
the  provisions  of  this  section  is  not  made,  or  in  case  any  decision 
of  the  governor-general  in  council,  or  any  appeal  under  this  section 
is  not  duly  executed  by  the  proper  provincial  authority  in  that 
behalf,  then,  and  in  every  such  case,  and  as  far  only  as  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  each  case  require,  the  parliament  of  Canada  may  make 
remedial  laws  for  the  due  execution  of  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
and  of  any  decision  of  the  governor-general  under  this  section. 

At  the  time  of  the  union  the  protestants  and  catholics  were 
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about  even  in  numbers,  and  during  the  first  session  of  the  newly- 
created  legislative  assembly  (1871)  an  ‘Act  to  establish  a  system  of 
education  in  the  province  ’  was  passed.  By  this  act  the  privileges 
of  Roman  catholics  in  schools  was  recognised  and  confirmed.  The 
lieutenant-governor  in  council  was  empowered  to  appoint  not  less  than 
ten  nor  more  than  fourteen  persons  to  be  a  board  of  education  for 
the  province,  of  whom  one-half  were  to  be  protestants  and  the  other 
half  catholics,  with  one  superintendent  of  protestant  and  one  of 
catholic  schools.  The  board  was  divided  into  two  sections,  protes¬ 
tant  and  catholic,  each  section  having  under  its  control  and  manage¬ 
ment  the  discipline  of  the  schools  of  its  faith,  and  prescribing  the 
books  to  be  used  in  the  schools  under  its  care  which  had  reference  to 
religion  or  morals.  The  moneys  appropriated  for  education  by  the 
legislature  were  likewise  divided  equally  between  the  two  sections. 

The  protestant  population  having  in  the  meanwhile  increased 
another  act  was  passed  in  1875,  whereby  the  board  of  education  was 
increased  to  twenty-one,  twelve  protestants  and  nine  Roman  catho¬ 
lics  ;  the  moneys  voted  by  the  legislature  were  to  be  divided  between 
the  protestant  and  catholic  schools  in  proportion  to  the  number  of 
children  of  school  age  in  the  schools  under  the  care  of  protestant 
and  catholic  sections  of  the  board  respectively.  It  was  further 
provided,  in  1881,  that  the  establishment  in  a  school  district  of  a 
school  of  one  denomination  should  not  prevent  the  establishment  of 
a  school  of  another  denomination  in  the  same  district. 

This  system  appeared  to  work  satisfactorily  during  a  period  of 
nineteen  years,  when  the  denominational  system  was  brought  to  an 
abrupt  termination. 

In  the  session  of  the  Manitoba  legislature,  1890,  two  acts  were 
passed  in  respect  of  education.  The  first  one,  c.  37,  abolishes  the 
board  of  education  heretofore  existing,  and  the  office  of  superin¬ 
tendent  of  education,  and  creates  a  department  of  education  which 
is  to  consist  of  the  executive  council  or  a  committee  thereof,  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  lieutenant-governor  in  council,  and  also  an  advisory 
board  composed  of  seven  members,  four  of  whom  are  to  be  appointed 
by  the  department  of  education,  two  by  the  teachers  of  the  province 
and  one  by  the  university  council.  Among  the  duties  of  the 
advisory  board  is  the  power  ‘  to  examine  and  authorise  text  books, 
and  books  of  reference  for  the  use  of  the  pupils  and  school  libraries; 
to  determine  the  qualifications  of  teachers  and  inspectors  for  high 
and  public  schools  ;  to  appoint  examiners  for  the  purpose  of  pre¬ 
paring  examination  papers  ;  to  prescribe  the  form,  of  religious  exer¬ 
cises  to  be  used  in  public  schools.’ 

The  next  act  is  the  public  schools  act,  c.  38.  It  repeals  all 
former  statutes  relating  to  education.  It  enacts,  amongst  other 
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things,  as  follows  :  Section  3,  4  All  protestant  and  catholic  school  Manitoba 
districts,  together  with  all  elections  and  appointments  to  office,  all  scll00l 
agreements,  contracts,  assessment  and  rate  bills  heretofore  duly  <ILiestlon* 
made  in  relation  to  protestant  or  catholic  schools,  and  existing 
when  this  act  comes  into  force,  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  act.’  Section  4,  ‘  The  term  for  which  each  school  trustee  holds 
office  at  the  time  this  act  takes  effect  shall  continue  as  if  such  term 
had  been  created  by  virtue  of  an  election  under  this  act.’  Section  5, 

4  All  public  schools  shall  be  free  schools,  and  every  person  in  rural 
municipalities  between  the  age  of  five  and  sixteen  years,  and  in 
cities,  towns,  and  villages  between  the  age  of  six  and  sixteen,  shall 
have  the  right  to  attend  some  school.’  Section  6,  4  Religious  exercises 
in  the  public  schools  shall  be  conducted  according  to  the  regulations 
of  the  advisory  board.  The  time  for  such  religious  exercises  shall  be 
just  before  the  closing  hour  in  the  afternoon.  In  case  the  parent  or 
guardian  of  any  pupil  notifies  the  teacher  that  he  does  not  wish  such 
pupil  to  attend  such  religious  exercises,  then  such  pupil  shall  be  dis¬ 
missed  before  such  religious  exercises  take  place.’  Section  7, 

4  Religious  exercises  shall  be  held  in  a  public  school  entirely  at  the 
option  of  the  school  trustees  for  the  district,  and,  upon  receiving 
written  authority  from  the  trustees,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
teacher  to  hold  such  religious  exercises.’  Section  8,  4  The  public 
schools  shall  be  entirely  non-sectarian,  and  no  religious  exercises 
shall  be  allowed  therein  except  as  above  provided.’  Section  92 
enacts  that  4  the  municipal  council  of  every  city,  town,  and 
village  shall  levy  and  collect  upon  the  taxable  property  within  the 
municipality  in  the  manner  provided  in  this  act,  and  in  the  muni¬ 
cipal  and  assessment  acts,  such  sum  as  may  be  required  by  the  public 
school  trustees  for  school  purposes.’  Section  108,  which  provides 
for  the  legislative  grant  to  schools,  has  the  following  sub-section  : 

4  (3)  Any  school  not  conducted  according  to  all  the  provisions  of 
this,  or  any  act  in  force  for  the  time  being,  or  the  regulations  of 
the  department  of  education,  or  the  advisory  board,  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  public  school  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  and  shall 
not  participate  in  the  legislative  grant.’  By  section  143,  ‘No 
teacher  shall  use,  or  permit  to  be  used,  as  text-books,  any  books 
in  a  model  or  public  school  except  such  as  are  authorised  by  the 
advisory  board,  and  no  portion  of  the  legislative  grant  shall  be 
paid  to  any  school  in  which  unauthorised  books  are  used.’  By 
section  1 7  9,  4  In  cases  where,  before  the  coming  into  force  of  this 
act,  catholic  school  districts  have  been  established,  as  in  the  next 
preceding  section  mentioned  (that  is,  covering  the  same  territory 
as  any  protestant  district),  such  catholic  school  district  shall,  upon 
the  coming  into  force  of  this  act,  cease  to  exist,  and  all  the  assets 
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of  such  catholic  school  district  shall  belong  to,  and  all  the  liabi¬ 
lities  thereof  be  paid  by,  the  public  school  district.’ 

These  acts  were  strenuously  opposed  in  the  legislative  assembly 
of  Manitoba  by  the  supporters  of  the  denominational  system,  who' 
claimed  that  the  words  ‘  or  practice  ’  in  the  first  sub-section  of 
section  22  of  the  Manitoba  act  were  designedly  introduced  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  rights  of  any  minority  in  the  province  which  might  wish 
to  retain  their  schools  in  the  same  position  as  they  were  prior  to 
and  at  the  time  of  the  union.  Petitions,  supported  by  affidavits 
describing  the  school  system  at  the  time  of  the  union,  and  for 
nineteen  years  subsequent  thereto,  were  forwarded  to  the  governor- 
general  in  council,  praying  for  the  disallowance  of  the  obnoxious 
acts.  The  federal  government  declined  to  adopt  this  course,  con¬ 
sidering  ‘  that  these  questions  required  the  decision  of  the  judicial 
tribunals,  more  especially  as  an  investigation  of  facts  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  their  determination.’  And  the  minister  of  justice  states 
in  his  report  to  the  governor-general  in  council  on  the  two 
education  acts  above  referred  to,  that  if  they  be  sustained  by  the 
courts  ‘  the  time  will  come  for  your  excellency  to  consider  the  peti¬ 
tions  which  have  been  presented  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  Roman 
catholics  of  Manitoba  for  redress  under  sub-sections  (2)  and  (3)  of 
section  22  of  the  ‘Manitoba  act,’ which  it  is  contended  are  analogous 
to  the  provisions  made  by  the  ‘British  North  America  act,’  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  other  provinces.  These  sub-sections  contain  in  effect  the 
provisions  which  have  been  made  as  to  all  the  provinces,  and  are 
obviously  those  under  which  the  constitution  intended  that  the 
government  of  the  dominion  should  proceed  if  it  should  at  any  time 
become  necessary  that  the  federal  powers  should  be  resorted  to  for 
the  protection  of  a  protestant  or  Roman  catholic  minority  against 
any  act  or  decision  of  the  legislature  of  the  province,  or  of  any 
provincial  authority,  affecting  any  ‘  right  or  privilege  ’  of  any  such 
minority  ‘in  relation  to  education.’  b 

The  question  of  the  validity  of  the  education  acts  was  brought 
by  a  Roman  catholic  ratepayer  of  the  city  of  Winnipeg,  named 
Barrett,  who  made  an  application  in  the  .court  of  Queen’s  bench  to 
quash  two  assessment  by-laws  of  the  city  passed  in  pursuance  of 
the  public  schools  act,  on  the  ground  that  ‘  by  the  said  by-laws  the 
amounts  to  be  levied  for  school  purposes  for  the  protestant  and 
catholic  schools  are  united,  and  one  rate  levied  upon  protestants 
and  Roman  catholics  alike  for  the  whole  sum.’ 

The  judge  before  whom  the  case  was  argued  in  the  first  instance,. 


b  Report  of  a  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1893 
No.  38,  p.  14. 
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and  subsequently  the  full  court,  with  one  dissentient,  held  that  (1) 
The  public  schools  act  was  intra  vires  of  the  legislature  of  Manitoba. 
(2)  That  the  parliament  of  Canada  intended,  by  inserting  the  words 
*  or  practice  ’  in  the  Manitoba  act,  that  whatever  any  class  of  persons 
were  at  the  time  of  the  union,  with  the  assent  of,  or  at  least  without 
objection  from,  the  other  members  of  the  community,  in  the  habit 
or  custom  of  doing  in  reference  to  denominational  schools,  should 
continue,  and  should  not  be  affected  by  provincial  legislation.  (3) 
That  any  right  or  privilege  which  the  Roman  Catholics  had  at  the 
time  of  the  union,  with  respect  to  denominational  schools,  was  not 
taken  away  or  affected  by  the  act,  and  can  be  exercised  as  fully  now 
as  before  the  act.  (4)  That  the  schools  established  by  the  public 
schools  act  were  not  denominational  schools,  but  in  the  strictest 
sense  public  non-sectarian  schools.’  c 

An  appeal  was  taken  from  this  decision  to  the  supreme  court  of 
Canada,  where  the  judgment  of  the  Manitoba  court  was  unanimously 
reversed.  But  on  subsequent  appeal  to  her  Majesty’s  privy  council, 
the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  was  reversed  and  the  judgment 
of  the  Manitoba  court  sustained.  To  avoid  useless  repetitions,  and 
at  the  same  time  to  give  full  weight  to  the  arguments  advanced  on 
both  sides  of  this  important  case,  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court 
and  that  of  the  lords  of  the  privy  council  is  given  almost  in  extenso. 

Sir  W.  J.  Ritchie,  the  late  chief  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Canada,  in  delivering  judgment  laid  stress,  in  his  opening  remarks, 
on  the  assumption  that  the  dominion  parliament,  when  granting  a 
constitution  to  Manitoba,  must  have  been  fully  alive  to  the  import¬ 
ance  of  the  school  question  in  all  its  bearings,  and  had  its  attention 
especially  directed  to  that  which  pertained  to  the  educational  insti¬ 
tutions  in  Manitoba,  more  particularly  by  the  Catholic  church,  as 
testified  by  Archbishop  Tache.  He  then  proceeds  :  — 

‘The  British  North  America  act  confers  on  the  local  legislature 
the  exclusive  power  to  make  laws  in  relation  to  education,  provided 
nothing  in  such  laws  shall  prejudicially  affect  any  right  or  privilege, 
with  respect  to  denominational  schools,  which  any  class  of  persons  had 
by  law  in  the  province  at  the  union,  but  the  Manitoba  act  goes  much 
further,  and  declares  that  nothing  in  such  law  shall  prejudicially  affect 
any  right  or  privilege  with  respect  to  denominational  schools  which  any 
class  of  persons  had  by  law  or  practice  in  the  province  at  the  union. 
We  are  now  practically  asked  to  reject  the  words  “  or  practice  ”  and 
construe  the  statute  as  if  they  had  not  been  used,  and  to  read  this  re¬ 
strictive  clause  out  of  the  statute  as  being  inapplicable  to  the  existing 
state  of  things  in  Manitoba  at  the  union;  whereas,  on  the  contrary,  I 

c  7  Manitoba  Law  Rep.  pp.  273-380. 
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think  by  the  insertion  of  the  words  “  or  practice  ”  it  was  made  prac¬ 
tically  applicable  to  the  condition  at  the  time  of  the  educational 
institutions,  which  were,  unquestionably  and  solely  as  the  evidence 
shows,  of  a  denominational  character.  It  is  clear  that  at  the  time 
of  the  passing  of  the  Manitoba  act  no  class  of  persons  had  by  law 
any  rights  or  privileges  secured  to  them  ;  so  if  we  reject  the  words 
“or  practice  ”  as  meaningless  or  inoperative,  we  shall  be  practically 
expunging  the  whole  of  the  restrictive  clause  from  the  statute.  I 
know  of  no  rule  of  construction  to  justify  such  a  proceeding,  unless 
the  clause  is  wholly  unintelligible  or  incapable  of  any  reasonable 
construction.  The  words  used,  in  my  opinion,  are  of  no  doubtful 
import,  but  are,  on  the  contrary,  plain,  certain,  and  unambiguous, 
and  must  be  read  in  their  ordinary  grammatical  sense. 

‘  While  it  is  quite  clear  that  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this 
act  there  were  no  denominational  or  other  schools  established  and 
recognised  by  law,  it  is  equally  clear  that  there  were  at  that  time  in 
actual  operation  or  practice  a  system  of  denominational  schools  in 
Manitoba  well-established,  and  the  de  facto  rights  and  privileges  of 
which  were  enjoyed  by  a  large  class  of  persons.  What  then  was 
there  more  reasonable  than  that  the  legislature  should  protect  and 
preserve  to  such  class  of  persons  those  rights  and  privileges  they 
enjoyed  in  practice,  though  not  theretofore  secured  to  them  by  law, 
but  which  the  dominion  parliament  appears  to  have  deemed  it  just 
should  not,  after  the  coming  into  operation  of  the  new  provincial 
constitution,  be  prejudicially  affected  by  the  local  legislature  ? 

‘I  quite  agree  with  the  cases  cited  by  the  learned  chief  justice  of 
Manitoba  as  to  the  rules  by  which  the  act  should  be  construed.  I 
agree  that  the  court  must  look  not  only  at  the  words  of  the  statute 
but  at  the  cause  of  making  it,  to  ascertain  the  intent.  When  we 
find  the  parliament  of  Canada  altering  and  adding  to  the  language 
of  the  British  N orth  America  act  by  inserting  a  limitation  not  in  the 
British  North  America  act,  must  we  not  conclude  that  it  was  done 
advisedly?  What  absurdity,  inconsistency,  injustice  or  contradiction 
is  there  in  giving  the  words  “or  practice  ”  a  literal  construction,  more 
especially,  as  I  have  endeavoured  to  show,  as  the  literal  meaning  is 
the  only  meaning  the  words  are  capable  of,  and  is  entirely  consistent 
witli  the  manifest  intention  of  the  legislature,  namely,  to  meet  the 
exigencies  of  the  country,  and  cover  denominational  schools  of  the 
class  practically  in  use  and  operation  ?  If  the  literal  meaning  is  not 
to  prevail  I  have  yet  to  hear  what  other  meaning  is  to  be  attached  to 
the  words  “or  practice.”  If  the  legislature  intended  to  protect  the 
classes  of  persons  who  had  founded  and  were  carrying  on  denomina¬ 
tional  schools  of  the  character  of  those  which  existed  at  the  time  of 
the  passing  of  the  act,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  what  other  words  they 
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could  more  aptly  have  used.  They  might,  it  is  true,  have  said 
“  which  any  class  of  persons  have  by  law  or  usage,”  but  the  words 
“  practice  ”  and  “  usage”  are  synonymous.  I  agree  also  that  we  should 
ascertain  what  the  language  of  the  legislature  means,  in  other  words, 
to  suppose  that  parliament  meant  what  parliament  has  clearly  said. 

‘  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  words  used  do  not  harmonise  with  the 
subject  of  the  enactment,  and  the  object  which  I  think  the  legisla¬ 
ture  had  in  view.  If  the  legislature  intended  to  recognise  denomi¬ 
national  schools  how  could  they  have  used  more  expressive  words  to 
indicate  their  intention,  since  the  words  used,  read  in  their  ordinary 
grammatical  sense,  admit  of  but  one  meaning  and  therefore  one 
construction  ?  And  we  should  not  speculate  on  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  that  intention  being  clearly  indicated  by  the  language 
used  in  view  of  the  condition  of,  and  the  state  of  education  in  that 
country.  The  object  the  legislature  must  have  had  in  view  in  using 
them  was  clearly  to  protect  the  rights  and  privileges,  with  respect  to 
denominational  schools,  which  any  class  or  persons  had  by  law  or 
practice,  that  is  to  say,  had  by  usage  at  the  time  of  the  union.  I 
cannot  read  the  language  of  the  act  in  any  other  sense. 

‘  The  decision  of  the  court  of  New  Brunswick  in  the  case  of  ex 
-parte  EenaudA  referred  to  in  the  court  below,  has  no  application  in 
this  case.  That  case  turned  entirely  on  the  fact  that  the  parish 
school  of  New  Brunswick,  21  Yic.  c.  9,  conferred  no  legal  rights 
on  any  class  of  persons  with  respect  to  denominational  schools.  It 
was  there  simply  determined  that  there  were  no  legal  rights  with 
respect  to  denominational  schools,  and  therefore  no  rights  protected 
by  the  British  North  America  act,  a  very  different  case  from  that 
we  are  now  called  on  to  determine.  It  may  very  well  be  that  in 
view  of  the  wording  of  the  British  North  America  act  and  the 
peculiar  state  of  educational  matters  in  Manitoba,  the  dominion 
parliament  determined  to  enlarge  the  scope  of  the  British  North 
America  act,  and  protect  not  only  denominational  schools  established 
by  law,  but  those  existing  in  practice,  for  as  I  am  reported  to  have 
said,  and  no  doubt  did  say,  in  ex  -parte  Eenaud,  that  in  that  case 
“  we  must  look  to  the  law  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  union,  and  by 
that  and  that  alone  be  governed.” 

‘Now,  on  the  other  hand,  in  this  case  we  must  look  to  the  practice 
with  reference  to  the  denominational  schools  as  it  existed  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  the  Manitoba  act. 

‘  That  this  was  the  view  taken  by  the  legislature  of  Manitoba 
would  seem  to  be  indicated  by  the  legislation  of  that  province  up  to 
the  passing  of  the  public  schools  act,  which  very  clearly  recognised 
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denominational  schools,  and  made  provision  for  their  maintenance 
and  support,  providing  that  support  for  protestant  schools  should  be 
taxed  on  protestants,  and  for  catholic  schools  should  be  taxed  on 
catholics,  and  conferring  the  management  and  control  of  protestant 
schools  on  protestants,  and  the  like  management  and  control  of 
catholic  schools  on  catholics.  This  denominational  system  was  most 
effectually  wiped  out  by  the  public  schools  act,  and  not  a  vestige  of 
the  denominational  character  left  in  the  school  system  of  Manitoba. 

‘  The  only  question,  it  strikes  me,  we  are  now  called  upon  to 
consider  is,  Does  this  public  schools  act  prejudicially  affect  the 
class  of  persons  who,  in  practice,  enjoyed  the  rights  and  privileges  of 
denominational  schools  at  the  time  of  the  union  1  Now,  what  were 
the  provisions  of  the  public  schools  act  ?  ’  [His  lordship  here  read  a 
synopsis  of  the  act  by  Judge  Dubuc,  of  the  Manitoba  bench.]  e 

‘  But  it  is  said  that  the  catholics,  as  a  class,  are  not  prejudicially 
affected  by  this  act.  Does  it  not  prejudicially,  that  is  to  say 
injuriously — disadvantageously,  which  is  the  meaning  of  the  word 
“  prejudicially  ” — affect  them  when  they  are  taxed  to  support  schools 
of  the  benefit  of  which,  by  their  religious  belief  and  the  rules  and 
principles  of  their  church,  they  cannot  conscientiously  avail  them¬ 
selves,  and  at  the  same  time  by  compelling  them  to  find  means  to 
support  schools  to  which  they  can  conscientiously  send  their  children, 
or  in  the  event  of  their  not  being  able  to  find  sufficient  means  to  do 
both,  to  be  compelled  to  allow  their  children  to  go  without  either 
religious  or  secular  instruction  1  In  other  words,  I  think  the 
catholics  were  directly  prejudicially  affected  by  such  legislation,  but 
whether  directly  or  indirectly  the  local  legislature  was  powerless  to 
affect  them  prejudicially  in  the  matter  of  denominational  schools, 
which  they  certainly  did  by  practically  depriving  them  of  their 
denominational  schools,  and  compelling  them  to  support  schools  the 
benefit  of  which  protestants  alone  can  enjoy. 

‘  In  my  opinion  the  public  schools  act  is  ultra  vires,  and  the  by¬ 
laws  of  the  city  of  Winnipeg,  Nos.  480  and  483,  should  be  quashed, 
and  this  appeal  allowed  with  costs.’ 

At  a  meeting  of  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council,  on 
Saturday,  July  30,  1892,  Lord  Macnaghten,  on  behalf  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  delivered  the  following  judgment,  re  The  City  of  Winnipeg  v. 
Barrett  :  The  City  of  Winnipeg  v.  Logan. 

‘  The  controversy  which  has  given  rise  to  the  present  litigation  is, 
no  doubt,  beset  with  difficulties.  The  result  of  the  controversy  is  of 
serious  moment  to  the  province  of  Manitoba,  and  a  matter  apparently 
of  deep  interest  throughout  the  dominion.  But  in  its  legal  aspect 
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the  question  lies  in  a  very  narrow  compass.  The  duty  of  this  board 
is  simply  to  determine,  as  a  matter  of  law,  whether  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  Manitoba  act  of  1870,  having  regard  to  the 
state  of  things  which  existed  in  Manitoba  at  the  time  of  the  union, 
the  provincial  legislature  has,  or  has  not,  exceeded  its  powers  in 
passing  the  public  schools  act,  1S90. 

1  Manitoba  became  one  of  the  provinces  of  the  dominion  of  Canada 
under  the  Manitoba  act,  1870,  which  was  afterwards  confirmed  by 
an  Imperial  statute  known  as  the  British  North  America  act,  1871. 
Before  the  union  it  was  not  an  independent  province  with  a  consti¬ 
tution  and  a  legislature  of  its  own.  It  formed  part  of  the  vast 
territory  which  belonged  to  the  Hudson’s  Bay  Company,  and  was 
administered  by  their  officers  or  agents.’ 

[The  judgment  proceeds  to  examine  section  twenty-two  and  the 
■sub-sections  of  the  act  of  union.] 

‘  At  the  commencement  of  the  argument  a  doubt  was  suggested 
as  to  the  competency  of  the  present  appeal,  in  consequence  of  the 
so-called  appeal  to  the  governor-general  in  council  provided  by  the 
act.  But  their  lordships  are  satisfied  that  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
sections  two  and  three  do  not  operate  to  withdraw  such  a  question 
as  that  involved  in  the  present  case  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
ordinary  tribunals  of  the  country. 

‘  Sub-sections  one,  two,  three,  of  section  twenty-two  of  the 
Manitoba  act,  1870,  differ  but  slightly  from  the  corresponding  sub¬ 
sections  of  section  ninety-three  of  the  British  North  America  act, 
1867.  The  only  important  difference  is  that  in  the  Manitoba  act,  in 
sub-section  one,  the  words  “  by  law  ”  are  followed  by  the  words  “  or 
practice,”  which  do  not  occur  in  the  corresponding  passage  in  the 
British  North  America  act,  1867.  These  words  were  no  doubt 
introduced  to  meet  the  special  case  of  a  country  which  had  not  as 
yet  enjoyed  the  security  of  law  properly  so-called.  It  is  not  perhaps 
very  easy  to  define  precisely  the  meaning  of  such  an  expression, 
“  having  a  right  or  privilege  by  practice.”  But  the  object  of  the 
enactment  is  tolerably  clear;  evidently  the  word  “  practice”  is  not  to 
be  construed  as  equivalent  to  “  custom  having  the  force  of  law.” 
Their  lordships  are  convinced  that  it  must  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  to  preserve  their  legal  right  or  privilege,  and  every 
benefit  or  advantage  in  the  nature  of  a  right  or  privilege  with 
respect  to  denominational  schools  which  any  class  of  persons  practi¬ 
cally  enjoyed  at  the  time  of  the  union. 

‘  What  then  was  the  state  of  things  when  Manitoba  was  admitted 
to  the  union  1  On  this  point  there  is  no  dispute.  It  is  agreed  that 
there  was  no  law,  or  regulation,  or  ordinance  with  respect  to  educa¬ 
tion  in  force  at  the  time.  There  were  therefore  no  right  or  privileges 
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with  respect  to  denominational  schools  existing  by  law.  The 
practice  which  prevailed  in  Manitoba  before  the  union  is  also  a 
matter  on  which  all  parties  are  agreed.  The  statement  on  the 
subject  by  Archbishop  Tache,  who  has  given  evidence  in  Barrett’s 
case,  has  been  accepted  as  accurate  and  complete. 

‘  Now,  if  the  state  of  things  existing  before  the  union  had  been  a 
system  established  by  law,  what  would  have  been  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  the  Roman  catholics  with  respect  to  denominational 
schools  1  They  would  have  by  law  the  right  to  establish  schools  at 
their  own  expense,  to  maintain  their  schools  by  school  fees  or 
voluntary  contributions,  and  to  conduct  them  in  accordance  with 
their  own  religious  tenets.  .  .  .  Possibly  the  right,  if  it  had  been 
defined  or  recognised  by  positive  enactments,  might  have  had 
attached  to  it  as  a  necessary  or  ajjpropriate  incident  the  right  of 
exemption  from  any  contribution  under  any  circumstances  to  schools 
of  a  different  denomination. 

‘  But  in  their  lordships’  opinion  it  would  be  going  much  too  far  to 
hold  that  the  establishment  of  a  national  system  of  education  upon 
a  non-sectarian  basis  is  so  inconsistent  with  the  right  to  set  up  and 
maintain  denominational  schools  that  the  two  things  cannot  exist 
together,  or  that  the  existence  of  the  one  necessarily  implies  or 
involves  immunity  from  taxation  for  the  purpose  of  the  other. 

‘  It  has  been  objected  that  if  the  rights  of  the  Roman  catholics 
and  of  other  religious  bodies  in  respect  of  their  denominational 
schools  are  to  be  so  strictly  measured  and  limited  by  the  practice 
which  actually  prevailed  at  the  time  of  the  union,  they  will  be  re¬ 
duced  to  the  condition  of  a  “  natural  right  ”  which  “  does  not  want 
any  legislation  ”  to  protect  it.  Such  a  right  it  was  said  cannot  be 
called  a  privilege  in  any  proper  sense  of  the  word.  If  that  be  so, 
the  only  result  is  that  the  protection  which  the  act  purports  to 
afford  to  rights  and  privileges  existing  by  “  practice  ”  has  no  more 
operation  than  the  protection  which  it  purports  to  afford  to  rights 
and  privileges  existing  “  by  law.” 

‘  It  can  hardly  be  contended  that  in  order  to  give  a  substantial 
operation  and  efiect  to  a  saving  clause  expressed  in  general  terms, 
it  is  incumbent  upon  the  court  to  discover  privileges  which  are  not 
apparent  of  themselves,  or  to  ascribe  distinctive  and  peculiar  features 
to  rights  which  seem  to  be  of  such  a  common  type  as  not  to  deserve 
special  notice  or  require  special  protection.’ 

The  judgment  then  passes  in  review  the  various  enactments 
passed  by  the  Manitoba  legislature  from  1871  to  1890,  and  pro¬ 
ceeds  :  4  Such  being  the  main  provisions  of  the  public  schools  act, 
their  lordships  have  to  determine  whether  that  act  prejudicially 
affects  any  right  or  privilege  with  respect  to  denominational  schools 
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which  any  class  of  persons  had  by  law  or  practice  in  the  province  at 
the  union. 

‘  Notwithstanding  the  public  schools  act,  1890,  "Roman  catholics 
and  members  of  every  other  religious  body  in  Manitoba  are  free  to 
establish  schools  throughout  the  province  ;  they  are  free  to  main¬ 
tain  their  schools  by  school  fees  or  voluntary  subscriptions  ;  they  are 
free  to  conduct  their  schools  according  to  their  own  religious  tenets, 
without  molestation  or  interference.  No  school  child  is  compelled 
to  attend  a  public  school.  No  special  advantage  other  than  the 
advantage  of  a  free  education  in  schools  conducted  under  public 
management  is  held  out  to  those  who  do  attend.  But  then  it  is 
said  that  it  is  impossible  for  Roman  catholics,  or  for  members  of  the 
Church  of  England  (if  their  views  are  correctly  represented  by  the 
Bishop  of  Rupert’s  Land,  who  has  given  evidence  in  Logan’s  case)  to 
send  their  children  to  public  schools  where  the  education  is  not 
superintended  and  directed  by  the  authorities  of  their  church,  and 
that  therefore  Roman  catholics  and  members  of  the  Church  of 
England  who  are  taxed  for  public  schools,  and  at  the  same  time  feel 
themselves  compelled  to  support  their  own  schools,  are  in  a  less 
favourable  position  than  those  who  can  take  advantage  of  the  free 
education  provided  by  the  act  of  1890.  That  may  be  so.  But  what 
right  or  privilege  is  violated  or  prejudicially  affected  by  the  law  1  It 
is  not  the  law  that  is  in  fault.  It  is  owing  to  religious  convictions, 
which  everybody  must  respect,  and  to  the  teaching  of  their  church, 
that  Roman  catholics  and  members  of  the  Church  of  England  find 
themselves  unable  to  partake  of  advantages  which  the  law  offers  to 
all  alike. 

‘  Their  lordships  are  sensible  of  the  weight  which  must  attach  to 
the  unanimous  decision  of  the  supreme  court  (of  Canada).  They 
have  anxiously  considered  the  able  and  elaborate  judgments  by 
which  that  decision  has  been  supported.  But  they  are  unable  to 
agree  with  the  opinion  which  the  learned  judges  of  the  supreme 
court  have  expressed  as  to  the  rights  and  privileges  of  Roman 
catholics  in  Manitoba  at  the  time  of  the  union.  They  doubt 
whether  it  is  permissible  to  refer  to  the  course  of  legislation 
between  1871  and  1890  as  a  means  of  throwing  light  on  the  previous 
practice,  or  on  the  construction  of  the  saving  clause  in  the  Manitoba 
act.  They  cannot  assent  to  the  view  which  seems  to  be  indicated 
by  one  of  the  members  of  the  supreme  court,  that  public  schools 
under  the  act  of  1890  are  in  reality  protestant  schools.  The  legis¬ 
lature  has  declared,  in  so  many  words,  that  “public  schools  shall  be 
entirely  non-sectarian,”  and  that  principle  is  carried  out  throughout 
the  act. 

‘  With  the  policy  of  the  act  of  1890  their  lordships  are  not  con- 
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cernecl.  But  they  cannot  help  observing  that  if  the  views  of  the 
respondents  were  to  prevail,  it  would  be  extremely  difficult  for  the 
provincial  legislature,  which  has  been  entrusted  with  the  exclusive 
power  of  making  laws  relating  to  education,  to  provide  for  the 
educational  wants  of  the  more  sparsely  inhabited  districts  of  a 
country  almost  as  large  as  Great  Britain,  and  that  the  powers  of 
the  legislature,  which  on  the  face  of  the  act  appear  so  large,  would 
be  limited  to  the  useful  but  somewhat  humble  office  of  making  regu¬ 
lations  for  the  sanitary  conditions  of  school  houses,  imposing  rates 
for  the  support  of  denominational  schools,  enforcing  the  compulsory 
attendance  of  scholars,  and  matters  of  that  sort. 

‘  In  the  result,  their  lordships  will  humbly  advise  her  Majesty  that 
these  appeals  ought  to  be  allowed  with  costs.’ f 

The  decision  of  the  privy  council  sustaining  the  validity  of  the 
Manitoba  school  acts  led  the  Roman  catholic  minority  in  the 
province  of  Manitoba  to  seek  remedial  legislation  from  the  federal 
authorities. 

In  their  petition  to  the  governor-general  they  claimed  that  ‘  the 
time  has  now  come  for  your  excellency  to  consider  the  petitions 
which  have  been  presented  by,  and  on  behalf  of,  the  Roman  catholics 
of  Manitoba  for  redress  under  sub-sections  2  and  3  of  section  22  of 
the  Manitoba  act  ’  s  (for  full  text  of  these  sub-sections  see  ante , 
page  465). 

In  response  to  this  appeal  the  dominion  privy  council  invited 
Mr.  Ewart,  counsel  for  the  petitioners,  to  appear  and  state  the 
procedure  which  should  be  adopted,  and  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  intervention  of  his  excellency  in  council  was  claimed. 

On  November  26  a  sub-committee  of  council  met  to  hear  Mr. 
Ewart  on  behalf  of  the  catholic  minority,  who  urged  that  the 
2nd  and  3rd  sub-sections  of  the  22nd  section  of  the  Manitoba  act 
dealt  with  infra  vires  cases,  where  appeal  is  provided,  and,  when 
entertained,  parliament  may  be  called  upon  to  pass  remedial  legisla¬ 
tion.  When  a  statute  is  ultra  vires  no  appeal  would  lie,  as  there 
would  be  nothing  to  appeal  from  ;  only  in  the  case  of  intra  vires 
legislation  can  a  remedy  be  provided.  That  under  the  2nd  sub¬ 
section  of  the  22nd  section  there  is  no  limitation  as  to  time  or  date 
of  the  existence  of  ‘  any  right  or  privilege  of  the  protestant  or 
catholic  minority  of  the  Queen’s  subjects  in  relation  to  education.’ 
And  only  in  the  case  of  a  right  coming  into  force  after  the  union 
being  prejudiced  by  legislation  would  such  be  intra  vires ,  as  in  the 
present  case,  and  therefore  open  to  appeal. 

That  there  is  no  interference  with  provincial  rights  in  seeking 


f  L.  R.  Appeals,  1892,  p.  465. 


s  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1893,  No.  33,  p.  14. 


DOMINION  CONTROL  IN  MATTERS  OF  LEGISLATION.  477 


remedial  measures  because  the  province,  under  the  Manitoba  act, 
has  but  a  limited  power  to  legislate  in  reference  to  education  ;  and 
that  any  rights  granted  to  the  minority  in  this  respect  may  not  be 
removed  by  the  local  legislature  without  an  appeal  to  the  governor 
in  council. 

In  conclusion  he  suggested,  with  reference  to  the  form  in  which 
proceedings  should  be  taken  in  the  matter  of  appeal,  that  a  day 
should  be  appointed  by  the  privy  council  for  hearing  of  argument 
on  both  sides  of  the  question. 

This  course  was  adopted  by  the  government,  and  January  21, 
1893,  fixed  for  hearing.  Counsel  for  the  minority  petitioners  ap¬ 
peared  and  argued  their  case,  but  the  government  of  Manitoba 
declined  to  take  part  in  the  proceedings. 

Subsequently  the  privy  council  decided  to  submit  the  legal 
points  of  the  question  to  the  supreme  court  of  Canada  for  decision, 
that  the  important  issues  of  law  involved  might  be  authoritatively 
settled  before  proceeding  with  a  consideration  of  the  appeal. 

The  case  was  accordingly  referred  to  the  supreme  court  in  the 
following  form,  where  it  now  (1893)  awaits  judicial  investigation  : — 

‘  1 .  Is  the  appeal  referred  to  in  the  said  memorials  and  petitions, 
and  asserted  thereby,  such  an  appeal  as  is  admissible  by  sub-section 
3  of  section  93  of  “the  British  North  America  act,  1867,”  or  by 
sub-sections  2  and  3  of  section  22  of  “  the  Manitoba  act,”  33  Yic. 
(1870)  chap.  3  (Canada) 1 h 

‘  2.  Are  the  grounds  set  forth  in  the  petitions  and  memorials 
such  as  may  be  the  subject  of  appeal  under  the  authority  of  the 
sub-sections  above  referred  to  1 

‘  3.  Does  the  decision  of  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy 
council  in  the  cases  of  Barrett  v.  The  City  of  Winnipeg,  and  Logan  v. 
The  City  of  Winnipeg,  dispose  of  or  conclude  the  application  for  re¬ 
dress  based  on  the  contention  that  the  rights  of  the  Roman  catholic 
minority  which  accrued  to  them  after  the  union  under  the  statutes 
of  the  province  have  been  interfered  with  by  the  two  statutes  of 
1890,  complained  of  in  the  said  petitions  and  memorials  1 

‘4.  Does  sub-section  3  of  section  93  of  “the  British  North 
America  act,  1867,”  apply  to  Manitoba  1  * 


11  For  full  text  of  sub-sections  2 
and  3  of  section  22  Manitoba  act, 
see  ante,  p.  465. 

‘  3.  Where  in  any  province  a 
system  of  separate  or  dissentient 
schools  exists  by  law  at  the  union 
or  is  thereafter  established  by  the 
legislature  of  the  province,  an  ap¬ 


peal  shall  lie  to  the  governor-general 
in  council  from  any  act  or  decision 
of  any  provincial  authority  affecting 
any  right  or  privilege  of  the  protes- 
tant  or  Roman  catholic  minority  of 
the  Queen’s  subjects  in  relation  to 
education. 
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question. 
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‘  5.  Has  his  excellency  the  governor-general  in  council  power  to 
make  the  remedial  orders  which  are  asked  for  in  said  memorials  and 
petitions,  assuming  the  material  facts  to  be  as  stated  therein  ? 

‘  6.  Did  the  acts  of  Manitoba  relating  to  education,  passed  prior 
to  the  session  of  1890,  confer  on  the  minority  a  “  right  or  privilege 
with  respect  to  education  ”  within  the  meaning  of  sub- section  2  of 
section  22  of  “  the  Manitoba  act,”  or  establish  a  “  system  of  separate 
or  dissentient  schools”  within  the  meaning  of  sub-section  3  of 
section  93  of  “the  British  North  America  act,  1867,”  if  said  section 
93  be  found  to  be  applicable  to  Manitoba,  and  if  so,  did  the  two 
acts  of  1890  complained  of  affect  the  right  or  privilege  of  the 
minority  in  such  a  manner  as  to  warrant  an  appeal  thereunder  to 
the  governor-general  in  council  1  ’ 

This  complex  question  may  be  considered  as  one  beyond  the 
range  of  practical  politics,  and  coming,  in  its  present  stage,  more 
suitably  within  the  domain  of  the  courts  than  of  parliament. 

Having  endeavoured  to  set  forth  the  claims  to  remedial  legisla¬ 
tion  of  the  catholic  minority  in  Manitoba  at  the  hands  of  the  federal 
parliament,  the  subject  will  be  properly  concluded  by  stating  the 
grounds  held  in  opposition  to  such  contentions  ;  they  are  briefly 
these  : — 

That  the  22ncl  section  of  the  Manitoba  act  is  a  complete  sub-* 
stitution  of  the  3rd  sub-section  of  the  93rd  section  of  the  B.N.A. 
act,  and  not  supplementary  to  it. 

That  the  rights  possessed  by  law  or  practice  under  the  22nd 
section  of  the  Manitoba  act  still  subsist,  and  have  in  no  way  been 
prejudicially  affected  by  the  Manitoba  school  acts  of  1890. 

That  there  is  no  grievance  upon  which  an  appeal  to  the  governor- 
general  lies,  and  no  ground  to  warrant  the  interference  of  the 
Canadian  parliament. 

It  is  not  denied  that  there  may  be  a  right  of  appeal  in  matters 
infra  vires  of  the  local  legislature,  where  the  provisions  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  a  right  may  be  of  such  a  character  as  to  make  the 
right  inoperative  ;  but  nothing  of  such  a  nature  has  been  done  in 
the  Manitoba  school  acts,  as  the  right  to  denominational  schools 
still  remains  in  precisely  the  same  position — in  the  eye  of  the  law — 
that  they  were  in  at  the  time  Manitoba  was  admitted  into  the 
union. 

The  matter  now  rests  with  the  supreme  court  to  decide  as  to  the 
legal  merits  of  the  case. 

In  Prince  Edward  Island,  for  upwards  of  half  a  century,  the 
‘  land  question  ’  had  been  a  fruitful  source  of  agitation.  Bills  to 
settle  this  question  were  repeatedly  passed  by  the  island  legislature, 
on  a  basis  which  was  deemed  objectionable  by  the  Imperial  govern- 
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ment,  and  from  which,  accordingly,  the  assent  of  the  Crown  was 
withheld. 

However,  an  act  passed  in  1873  on  this  subject,  about  which  the 
colonial  secretary  was  in  doubt  as  to  whether  it  had  been  passed 
before  or  after  the  union  of  the  province  with  Canada,  received 
royal  assent. 

In  1874,  an  act  to  amend  the  land  act  of  1873  was  petitioned 
against ;  when  the  colonial  secretary  advised  the  dominion  govern¬ 
ment  to  suggest  to  the  local  legislature  the  appointment  of  arbitra¬ 
tors  to  determine  land  claims.k  Accordingly,  in  1875,  an  act  was 
passed  to  erect  a  land  court  to  arbitrate  in  the  settlement  of  such 
questions,  which  received  the  assent  of  the  governor-general.  Peti¬ 
tioners  memorialised  the  Queen  to  disallow  this  act,  but  in  reply 
the  colonial  secretary  declined  to  advise  her  Majesty  to  interfere. 

Tlie  same  question — as  to  the  right  of  the  Imperial 
government  to  interpose,  whether  by  action  or  by 
advice,  in  the  settlement  of  questions  within  the  un¬ 
doubted  jurisdiction  and  competency  of  the  provincial 
legislatures  to  determine — was  raised  in  the  case  of 
two  acts  passed  by  the  Ontario  legislature  in  1874, 
respecting  the  union  of  the  presb}Tterian  churches  in 
that  province,  and  in  relation  to  the  presbyterian  col¬ 
lege  at  Kingston,  commonly  called  Queen’s  College.1 
This  case  is  likewise  important,  as  contributing  to  de¬ 
termine  the  proper  bounds  of  dominion  and  of  pro¬ 
vincial  legislation  on  a  question  affecting  local  and 
civil  rights  in  various  provinces  of  the  dominion. 

Petitions  addressed  in  the  first  instance  to  the  governor-general, 
and  afterwards  to  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state — by  the  oppo¬ 
nents  of  this  ecclesiastical  union — representing  the  serious  and  un¬ 
precedented  infringement  of  rights,  both  spiritual  and  temporal,  and 
the  setting  aside  of  a  royal  charter,  passed  under  the  great  seal, 
proposed  to  be  effected  by  these  local  acts,  and  praying  that  they 
might  not  receive  the  royal  assent,  were  presented  to  the  governor- 
general,  and  by  him  referred  to  the  consideration  of  the  minister  of 
justice. 

On  November  23,  1875,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  minis. 


k  Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  p.  746. 

1  Ontario  Stats.  1874  (38  Vic.),  cc.  75,  76. 
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ter  of  justice,  it  was  decided  by  the  governor-general  in  council,  in 
the  case  of  one  of  the  acts  aforesaid  (38  Vic.  c.  75),  that  it  should 
be  left  to  its  operation,  inasmuch  as  it  dealt  with  matters  within 
the  competency  of  the  local  legislature  ;  save  only  in  respect  to  the 
seventh  clause,  which  professed  to  deal  with  presbyterian  colleges 
at  Montreal  and  Quebec,  and  with  certain  funds  which  are  outside 
of  the  pi’ovince  of  Ontario.  These  provisions  appeared  to  be  ultra 
vires  and  inoperative,  although  the  disallowance  of  the  whole  act 
could  not  be  advised  on  this  account. 

By  a  further  minute  of  the  governor  in  council,  dated  March  6, 
1876,  upon  a  report  from  the  minister  of  justice,  it  was  decided 
that,  while  the  petitions  aforesaid  and  the  papers  in  connection 
therewith  might  suitably  be  forwarded  to  the  secretary  of  state  for 
the  colonies,  as  requested  by  the  petitioners,  yet  it  should  be  dis¬ 
tinctly  observed  ‘that,  by  the  British  North  America  act,  the  power 
of  disallowance  [of  provincial  acts]  does  not  reside  in  the  Imperial 
authorities  ;  that  it  can  only  be  exercised  [by  the  governor-general 
in  council]  within  twelve  months  ;  that  that  time  has  elapsed  ;  and 
that  there  is,  consequently,  no  power  to  interfere  with  the  operation 
of  the  acts  in  question,  so  far  as  they  are  within  the  powers  of 
the  local  legislature,  a  question  which  can  be  raised  in  the  courts 
alone.’ 

On  March  13,  1876,  the  governor-general  transmitted  the  peti¬ 
tions  and  papers  aforesaid  to  the  colonial  secretary.  In  reply,  the 
secretary  of  state  requested  that  the  memorialists  might  be  informed 
that  he  concurred  in  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  governor-general 
in  council  ;  that  the  acts  in  question  are  now  in  full  operation, 
and  no  appeal  can  be  brought  against  them,  unless  upon  the  plea 
that  the  provincial  legislature  was  incompetent  to  pass  them — in 
which  case,  it  would  be  open  to  test  that  question  in  a  court  of  law.m 

By  way  of  further  protest  against  these  Ontario  statutes,  a 
presbyterian  minister,  on  May  9  1876,  inclosed  to  the  secretary  of 
state  for  the  colonies  a  pamphlet  he  had  written  to  expose  the 
injuries  inflicted  by  these  acts  upon  the  presbyterian  body  in 
Canada,  who  desired  to  retain  their  connection  with  the  church  of 
Scotland,  and  earnestly  besought  for  permission  to  appeal  to  her 
Majesty’s  privy  council  for  redress.  The  colonial  secretary  simply 
transmitted  a  copy  of  this  letter  to  the  governor-general  without 
comment." 

The  complainants  then  availed  themselves  of  the  suggestion  of 
the  dominion  government,  and  applied  to  the  court  of  chancery  in 
Ontario  to  decide  upon  the  validity  of  the  provincial  act  for  the 


m  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  89,  pp.  435-  447.  n  lb.  p.  448. 
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union  of  the  presbyterian  churches.  Judgment  was  rendered  by 
the  court,  in  exact  accordance  with  the  opinion  pronounced  upon 
the  act  by  the  dominion  minister  of  justice.  The  validity  of  the 
act  itself  was  confirmed,  save  only  as  respects  so  much  of  the  seventh 
section  as  claimed  to  deal  with  institutions  and  property  outside  of 
the  limits  of  Ontario.  This  portion  of  the  act  was  declared  to  be 
ultra  vires  :  but  it  was  asserted  that,  by  legislation  in  the  province 
of  Quebec,  this  defect  could  be  remedied,  which  removed  all  ground 
of  objection  to  the  legality  of  the  statute,  and  to  the  agreement 
between  the  churches  based  thereupon.0 

In  1875,  the  necessary  acts  were  passed  by  the  Quebec  legisla¬ 
ture  to  give  legal  effect  to  the  union  of  the  presbyterian  churches 
in  Canada,  and  to  carry  out  certain  resolutions  agreed  upon  in 
synod  in  reference  to  the  temporalities  of  the  denomination,  so  far 
as  they  were  situated  or  invested  in  the  province  of  Quebec.P  It 
was  contended,  however,  by  the  opponents  in  this  case,  that  inas¬ 
much  as  the  presbyterian  church  was  a  body  which  existed  in  the 
various  provinces  of  Canada,  the  required  privileges  could  only  be 
conferred  by  dominion  legislation.  Chief  Justice  Doriou,  however, 
in  a  judgment  delivered  in  the  court  of  appeal  in  June  1880,  con¬ 
firming  a  judgment  given  by  the  superior  court,  Montreal,  declared 
that  this  question,  being  one  affecting  property  and  civil  rights  of 
a  corporation  within  the  province  of  Quebec,  these  statutes  were 
within  the  scope  of  the  legislative  authority  of  the  provincial  legis¬ 
lature  ■  that  the  dominion  parliament  had  no  right  to  interfere,  and 
that  the  relief  required  was  properly  obtainable  on  application  to 
the  several  local  legislatures  in  Canada,  by  whom  alone  it  could  be 
legally  granted.  Two  judges  dissented  from  these  conclusions,  but 
the  majority  of  the  court  agreed  with  Chief  Justice  Dorion.'i 

On  January  21,  1882,  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council 
decided— on  an  appeal  from  the  court  of  Queen’s  bench,  Montreal, 
in  the  case  of  Dobie  v.  The  Board  of  Temporalities  of  the  Presby¬ 
terian  Church  in  Canada — that  the  Quebec  act  of  1875  (and  by  con¬ 
sequence  the  Ontario  act  of  1874)  which  professed  to  repeal  and 
amend  the  Canada  act  of  1858,  for  the  incorporation  of  the  said 
temporalities  board,  was  ultra  vires.  A  majority  of  the  court  of 
Queen’s  bench  in  Montreal  were,  in  fact,  of  the  same  opinion. 
But,  owing  to  one  of  the  judges  waiving  this  objection  and  agree¬ 
ing  with  two  of  his  brethren  on  other  grounds,  the  decision  of  that 


0  Cowan  v.  Wright,  Grant’s  poralities  Fund  Board.  This  case 
Chan.  Rep.  v.  23,  p.  616.  is  fully  reported  in  Doutre,  Const. 

p  Quebec  Stat.  38  Vic.  cc.  62  &  of  Canada,  pp.  247-265.  On  Sep. 
64.  17,  1880,  an  appeal  to  Privy  Coun- 

q  Dobie  v.  Presbyterian  Tem-  cil  was  allowed. 
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court  had  been  adverse  to  the  appellant.  The  judicial  committee, 
however,  reversed  their  judgment.  They  held  that  legislation  on 
this  question  appertained  to  the  dominion  parliament,  not  to  the 
provincial  legislatures.  Those  legislatures  could  not  create  a  cor¬ 
poration  which  should  exist  in  and  for  two  or  more  provinces  of 
Canada,  neither  could  they  destroy  it.  Under  the  British  North 
America  act  of  1867,  their  powers  to  repeal  or  amend  the  statutes 
of  the  old  parliament  of  Canada  are  precisely  co-extensive  with  the 
powers  of  direct  legislation  with  which  they  are  now  invested. 
They  might,  indeed,  deal  directly  with  property,  or  contracts  affect¬ 
ing  property,  within  their  province  ;  but  not  with  the  constitution, 
civil  rights,  or  privileges  of  a  corporation  which  exists  equally  in 
different  provinces.  Neither  was  it  competent  by  joint  and  har¬ 
monious  action  in  two  or  more  legislatures  to  alter  or  repeal  the 
act  of  1858,  because  the  power  of  these  legislatures  to  destroy  a  law 
is  measured  by  their  power  to  reconstruct ;  and  if  they  were  allowed 
jointly  to  abolish  the  board  of  1858,  which  was  a  corporation  in  and 
for  the  provinces  of  Quebec  and  Ontario,  they  could  only  create  in 
its  stead  two  corporations,  each  having  a  standing  independent  of 
the  other.  The  dominion  parliament  is  therefore  the  only  legisla¬ 
ture  having  power  to  modify  or  repeal  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1858.1’  Pursuant  to  this  decision,  the  dominion  parliament  in  1882 
passed  acts  respecting  Queen’s  College  at  Kingston,  Ontario,  and 
respecting  the  administration  of  the  temporalities  fund  of  the  pres- 
byterian  church  in  Canada. s 

The  dominion  parliament  is  empowered  under  B.N.A.  act  to 
extend  the  powers  of  a  railway  or  other  corporation,  which  had 
been  chartered  by  provincial  legislation,  and  by  declaring  it  to  be 
a  work  for  the  general  advantages  of  Canada,  to  give  it  a  right  of 
operation  in  two  or  more  provinces. 1 

The  Quebec,  Montreal,  Ottawa  and  Occidental  railway  affords  a 
curious  example  of  a  corporation  first  created  under  a  provincial 
act ;  then  by  dominion  legislation  afterwards  converted  into  an 
undertaking  under  dominion  control  (pursuant  to  B.N.A.  act,  sec. 
92,  subs.  10;  see  also  consolidated  railway  act  of  Canada,  1883), 
and  subsequently  again  transferred  to  provincial  control.  But,  in 


r  L.  C.  Jurist,  v.  26,  p.  170;  ties,  notwithstanding  that  the  Privy 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.S.  v.  46,  p.  1.  Council  had  declared  that  Board  to 

s  Can.  Stat.  45  Vic.  c.  124.  In  have  been  illegally  constituted. 
Jan.  1883,  the  court  of  Q.  Bench  of  Legal  News,  v.  6,  p.  27. 

Montreal  held  that  the  aforesaid  *  See  Montreal  Northern  Colo- 
statute,  being  retroactive  in  its  in-  nisation  Railway,  Can.  Stat.  36  Vic. 
tent,  was  sufficient  to  sustain  an  c.  82. 
action  by  the  Board  of  Temporali- 
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order  to  validate  the  latter  change,  the  privy  council  decided  that 
further  dominion  legislation  was  necessary." 

In  July,  1878,  Isaac  Butt,  Esq.,  M.P.,  forwarded  to  the  secretary 
of  state  for  the  colonies  (Sir  M.  E.  Hicks-Beach),  for  presentation  to 
her  Majesty,  a  petition  from  twenty-five  thousand  Irish- Canadian 
catholics,  residing  in  the  province  of  Ontario,  complaining  that  an 
act  giving  special  privileges  to  the  Orange  society  in  the  province 
of  New  Brunswick  had  received  from  the  lieutenant-governor  of  that 
province  the  royal  assent,  and  praying  that  her  Majesty  would  be 
pleased  to  forbid  the  governor-general  of  the  dominion,  and  the 
lieutenant-governors  therein,  to  sanction  by  the  royal  assent  any 
enactment  giving  a  charter  to  the  Orange  society.  In  reply,  Mr. 
Butt  was  informed  that,  in  accordance  with  the  standing  rules  of 
the  colonial  service,  all  communications  from  the  colonies  should  be 
transmitted  to  the  colonial  office  through  the  governor  of  the  colony 
from  whence  they  proceed,  in  order  that  they  may  be  duly  verified 
and  reported  upon  by  the  responsible  authorities  ;  that,  therefore, 
the  petition  accompanying  his  letter  would  at  once  be  forwarded  to 
the  governor-general  of  Canada,  for  the  information  of  the  dominion 
and  provincial  authorities  j  ‘  but,  in  the  mean  time,  I  am  to  intimate 
that  the  question  to  which  it  relates  would  appear,  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  British  North  America  act,  1867,  to  fall  within  the 
exclusive  powers  of  the  provincial  legislatures  of  the  dominion,  and 
that  it  is  contrary  to  established  constitutional  procedure  for  her 
Majesty’s  government  to  interfere,  unless  in  very  special  circum¬ 
stances,  with  such  legislation  as  is  within  the  competency  of  a  pro¬ 
vincial  legislature.’ 

On  Aug.  2,  1878,  copies  of  the  foregoing  correspondence  were 
transmitted  by  the  colonial  secretary  to  the  governor-general  of 
Canada,  with  a  request  for  ‘  such  observations  as  the  dominion  and 
provincial  authorities  may  think  proper  to  make  in  the  matter.v 

[The  opinion  entertained  by  the  Imperial  government  upon  the 
abstract  question  of  the  propriety  of  granting  special  privileges  to 
Orange  societies  in  British  North  America,  may  be  inferred  from  a 
despatch  from  the  colonial  secretary  (the  Duke  of  Newcastle)  to  Lieu¬ 
tenant-Governor  Dundas,  of  Prince  Edward  Island,  dated  Sept.  21, 
1863,  intimating  that  he  had  felt  it  impossible  to  advise  her  Majesty 
to  assent  to  a  bill,  passed  by  the  island  legislature,  with  a  suspend¬ 
ing  clause  ‘  to  incorporate  the  grand  Orange  lodge  of  Prince  Edward 
Island,  and  the  subordinate  lodges  in  connection  therewith.’  His 
grace  expresses  his  ‘  deep  regret  that  the  legislature  should  have 
given  its  sanction  to  a  class  of  institutions  which  all  experience  has 


v  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  55,  p.  433. 
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shown  to  be  calculated  (if  not  actually  intended)  to  embitter  religious 
and  political  differences,  and  which  thus  must  be  detrimental  to  the 
best  interests  of  any  colony  in  which  they  exist.’ w  A  similar  act  of 
incorporation  was  subsequently  passed  by  the  island  legislature,  in 
1878.  It  was  reserved  by  the  lieutenant-governor,  but  no  action 
was  taken  by  the  dominion  government  for  the  reason  given  in 
regard  to  the  Orange  bills  in  Ontario.*] 

But,  inasmuch  as  the  opinion  of  the  dominion  minister  of 
justice  had  been  already  expressed  y  (in  the  case  of  the  Orange 
society  bill,  passed  by  the  Ontario  legislature  in  1873)  that  it  was 
within  the  competency  of  provincial  legislatures  to  decide  according 
to  their  own  discretion  whether  or  not  they  would  confer  special 
privileges  upon  such  associations,  the  department  of  justice,  in  1879, 
addressed  a  circular  to  the  several  provincial  governments,  intimat¬ 
ing  that  they  must  severally  determine  upon  their  own  responsibility 
how  they  would  deal  with  the  question  of  Orange  society  incorpora¬ 
tions. 

But  in  the  session  of  1890  the  Orange  association 
was  incorporated  by  the  dominion  parliament2  embody¬ 
ing  in  its  constitution  a  scheme  of  insurance,  which 
required  that  it  should  possess  a  federal  charter  to  carry 
on  its  operations. 

Another  measure  that  was  the  subject  of  much  con¬ 
troversy,  and  caused  considerable  agitation  throughout 
the  country,  was  that  of  the  Jesuit  Estate  Act. 

By  this  act,  passed  in  the  Quebec  legislature  in  1888,  c.  13, 
entitled  ‘  An  act  respecting  the  settlement  of  the  Jesuits’  estates/ 
the  provincial  government  made  compensation  to  the  Jesuits  in  lieu 
of  all  lands  held  by  them  in  that  province  prior  to  the  conquest  of 
Canada  ;  but  which  had,  subsequent  to  that  date,  been  confiscated 
by  the  Crown. 

The  preamble  to  the  act  sets  forth  in  the  form  of  correspond¬ 
ence  : — 

(1)  The  claims  of  the  Jesuits  for  reasonable  compensation  as  settle¬ 
ment  of  the  question  of  ownership  of  property,  to  which,  from  1799  to 
1878,  they  had  at  different  times  made  formal  representation  of  title  to  the 
authorities. 

(2)  Request  of  the  Quebec  government  to  the  Pope  for  permission  to 

w  Com.  Pap.  1864,  v.  40,  p.  708.  >  Ontario  Sess.  Pap.  1st  sess. 

x  See  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  1874,  No.  19. 

141,  pp.  20,  161,  174.  *  35  Vic.  c.  105. 
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This  act,  together  with  the  others  passed  by  the  provincial  legis¬ 
lature  in  the  same  session,  was  left  to  its  operation,  after  having 
been  considered  and  reported  upon  in  the  usual  formal  manner  by 
the  minister  of  justice  for  the  dominion.41  In  the  meantime  a  feel¬ 
ing  hostile  to  the  measure  had  been  aroused  amongst  a  large  section 
of  the  protestant  community  in  the  emmtry,  and  strong  protests  in 
the  form  of  memorials  and  petitions,  from  religious  and  other  insti¬ 
tutions,  were  sent  in  to  the  governor-general  against  the  act  being 
permitted  to  become  law.b 

In  reply,  the  minister  of  justice  reported  to  his  excellency  in 
council  that  the  memorials  had  not  convinced  him  that  his  recom¬ 
mendation  for  allowance  of  the  act  should  be  changed,  and  1  that  the 
subject-matter  of  the  act  is  one  of  provincial  concern  only,  having 
relation  to  a  fiscal  matter  entirely  within  the  control  of  the  legisla¬ 
ture  of  Quebec.’ c 

The  question  was  then  brought  before  parliament,  when,  on 
March  26,  1889,  the  following  motion,  as  an  amendment  to  motion 
for  house  in  committee  of  supply,  was  put  by  a  member  of  the  lower 
house :  —  d 

That  an  humble  address  be  presented  to  his  Excellency  the  Governor- 
general  setting  forth : — 

1.  That  this  house  regards  the  power  of  disallowing  the  acts  of  the 
legislative  assemblies  of  the  provinces,  vested  in  his  excellency  in  council, 
as  a  prerogative  essential  to  the  national  existence  of  the  dominion. 

2.  That  this  great  power,  while  it  should  never  be  wantonly  exercised, 
should  be  fearlessly  used  for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  a  minority,  for 
the  preservation  of  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  constitution,  and  for 
safeguarding  the  general  interests  of  the  people. 

3.  That,  in  the  opinion  of  this  house,  the  passage  by  the  legislature  of 
the  province  of  Quebec  of  the  act  intituled  ‘  An  act  respecting  the  settle- 


sell  the  property  in  question,  pending  settlement,  together  with  the  Pope’s 
sanction  thereto,  provided  that  proceeds  of  sale  should  be  made  a  special 
deposit  to  be  disposed  of  hereafter  with  the  sanction  of  the  holy  see. 

(3)  Appointment  by  the  hierarchy  of  their  channels  of  negotiation  with 
the  government,  together  with  the  terms  of  settlement  finally  agreed  upon. 

Under  the  second  section  of  the  act  the  lieutenant-governor  in  council 
is  authorised  to  pay,  out  of  any  public  money  at  his  disposal,  the  sum  of 
400,000  dols.  in  the  manner  and  under  the  conditions  settled  in  the  pre¬ 
amble.  Under  the  fourth  section  authority  is  given  to  pay  the  sum 
of  60,000  dols.  to  the  protestant  committee  of  the  council  of  public  instruc¬ 
tion  according  to  conditions  prescribed. 


a  Com.  Pap.  Canada,  1889,  No.  d  Mr.  W.  E.  O’Brien.  For  his 
54,  p.  23.  speech,  see  Canadian  Hansard,  1889, 

’  b  lb.  p.  24.  pp.  812-816. 
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ment  of  the  Jesuits’  estates,’  is  beyond  the  power  of  that  legislature.. 
Firstly,  because  it  endows  from  public  funds  a  religious  organisation, 
thereby  violating  the  undoubted  constitutional  principle  of  the  complete 
separation  of  church  and  state,  and  of  the  absolute  equality  of  all  denomi¬ 
nations  before  the  law.  Secondly,  because  it  recognises  the  usurpation  of 
a  right  by  a  foreign  authority,  namely,  his  holiness  the  Pope  of  Rome,  to 
claim  that  his  consent  was  necessary  to  empower  the  provincial  legisla¬ 
ture  to  dispose  of  a  portion  of  the  public  domain,  and  also,  because  the 
act  is  made  to  depend  upon  the  will,  and  the  appropriation  of  the  grant 
thereby  made  is  subject  to  the  control  of  the  same  authority.  And, 
thirdly,  because  the  endowment  of  the  society  of  Jesus,  an  alien,  secret, 
and  politico-religious  body,  the  expulsion  of  which  from  every  Christian 
community  wherein  it  has  had  a  footing  has  been  rendered  necessary  by 
its  intolerant  and  mischievous  intermeddling  with  the  functions  of  civil 
government,  is  fraught  with  danger  to  the  civil  and  religious  liberties  of 
the  people  of  Canada. 

And  this  house  therefore  prays  that  his  Excellency  will  be  graciously 
pleased  to  disallow  the  said  act.e 

The  mover  urged  in  addition  to  the  reasons  contained  in  the 
resolutions  for  disallowing  the  act,  that,  though  the  properties  in 
question  had  been  secured  to  the  J esuits  by  the  act  of  capitulation,, 
yet  by  the  treaty  of  Paris  this  reservation  was  not  carried  out 
towards  the  society,  as  had  been  done  in  the  case  of  other  religious 
bodies  ;  therefore  the  estates  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  the 
Crown.  That  the  question  of  title  was  settled  by  (1)  the  instruc¬ 
tions  given  to  Sir  Guy  Carleton,  governor-general  in  1775  : — 

That  the  society  be  suppressed  and  dissolved,  and  no  longer  con¬ 
tinued  as  a  body  corporate  or  politic,  and  all  their  rights,  possessions,  and 
property  shall  be  vested  in  us  for  such  purposes  as  we  may  hereafter  think 
fit  to  direct  or  appropriated 

(2)  A  statement  given  by  the  attorney  and  assistant  attorney- 
general  of  Lower  Canada  : — 

The  nature  of  their  institution  prevented  them,  individually,  from 
taking  anything  under  the  capitulation  of  all  Canada,  and  to  their  society 
under  one  head  and  domiciled  at  Rome,  nothing  was  granted  or  could  be 
legally  or  reasonably  be  supposed  to  be  conveyed,  but  even  that  head,  and 
v  ith  it  the  whole  society,  wheresover  dispersed,  was  finally  dissolved  and 
suppiessed  in  1 773,  so  that  the  existence  of  the  very  few  members  of  the 
order  in  this  province  can  in  no  shape  be  construed  as  forming  a  body, 
coiporate  or  politic,  capable  of  any  of  the  powers  inherent  and  enjoyed  by 
communities.  ...  As  a  derelict  or  vacant  estate,  his  Majesty  became 
'  ested  in  it  by  the  clearest  of  titles,  if  the  right  of  conquest  alone  was  not 


e  Jour.  II.  of  Commons,  Can-  f  Canadian  Hansard,  1889,  p 
ada,  1889,  p.  199.  813>  ’  v 
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sufficient ;  but  even  upon  the  footing  of  the  proceedings  in  France  and  the 
■judicial  acts  of  the  sovereign  tribunals  of  that  country,  the  estates  in  this 
province  would  naturally  fall  to  his  Majesty  and  be  subjected  to  his  un¬ 
limited  disposal,  for,  by  those  decisions  it  was  established,  upon  good, 
legal,  and  constitutional  grounds,  that  from  the  nature  of  the  first  esta¬ 
blishment,  or  admission,  of  the  society  into  France,  being  conditional,  tem¬ 
porary,  and  probational,  they  would,  at  all  times,  be  liable  to  expulsion, 
and  having  never  complied  with,  but  rejected  the  terms  of  their  admis¬ 
sion,  they  were  not  even  entitled  to  the  name  of  a  society  ;  wherefore,  and 
by  reason  of  the  abuses  and  destructive  principles  of  their  institution  they 
were  stripped  of  their  property  and  possessions.® 

(3)  The  decision  of  the  judge  advocate-general,  Sir  James 
Marriot,  to  whom  was  referred,  in  1865,  the  question  of  title  to 
these  estates  : — 

That  the  order  never  had  in  France  any  legal  establishment  as  part 
of  the  civil  and  ecclesiastical  constitution  of  the  realm,  having  refused 
the  conditions  on  which  it  was  admitted,  because  those  terms  were  radi¬ 
cally  subvertive  of  the  whole  order.  Their  title,  therefore,  to  estates  in 
Canada  had  no  better  qualification  than  those  titles  had  by  the  laws  and 
constitution  of  the  realm  of  France  previous  to  the  conquest.  This  society 
differed  from  other  societies  in  that  it  had  nowhere  any  corporate  exist¬ 
ence.  All  its  property  was  vested  in  its  General  living  at  Rome,  who  was 
neither  a  French  nor  a  British  subject,  and  could  not  be  either;  and, 
therefore,  could  not  avail  himself  of  the  fourth  article  of  the  treaty,  being 
neither  an  inhabitant  of  Canada  nor  a  subject  of  the  king  of  France. 

Though  the  Crown  did  not  take  possession  of  the  properties  till 
1800,  when  the  last  survivor  of  the  order  in  Canada  died,  they  were 
subsequently  handed  over  to  the  province  of  Quebec  for  educational 
purposes.  The  province  in  1831  accepted  by  legislation  this  trust, 
and  it  was  re-affirmed  by  the  united  parliament  of  Canada,  in  1856  ; 
therefore  the  disposition  of  it  for  any  other  purpose  would  constitute 
a  breach  of  contract  and  of  trust.  The  fund  having  been  specially 
set  apart  for  higher  educational  purposes,  Ontario,  and  the  dominion 
as  well  under  section  93  of  the  British  North  America  act,  shared 
in  its  interest.  The  speaker  also  took  exception  to  the  terms  of  the 
act,  soliciting  the  sanction  of  the  Pope  to  the  disposal  of  the  pro¬ 
perty,  maintaining  that  appeal  to  his  holiness  was  contrary  to  the 
spirit  of  the  act  of  supremacy,  and  it  was  not  in  accordance  with 
the  religious  liberty  granted  under  the  Quebec  act  to  allow  appeals 
to  the  Pope  or  to  recognise  his  jurisdiction  in  matters  pertaining  to 
the  province ;  that  the  act  was  therefore  unconstitutional,  as  its 
validity  depended  on  foreign  jurisdiction.  In  conclusion,  he  con¬ 
tended  *  that  the  endowment  of  the  society  of  J esus,  an  alien,  secret, 


Jesuit 

Estate 

Act. 


W.  E. 

O’Brien, 

M.P. 


g  Canadian  Hansard,  1889,  p.  813. 


488  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Jesuit 

Estate 

Act. 


D.  McCar¬ 
thy,  M.P. 


and  politico-religious  body,  is  fraught  with  danger  to  the  civil  and 
religious  liberties  of  the  people  of  Canada.’ 

In  support  of  the  motion,  it  was  argued  by  another  member  of 
the  house  h  that  in  its  consideration  the  question  presented  itself  in  a 
twofold  aspect,  the  one  resting  upon  legal  constitutional  principles, 
and  the  other  on  a  matter  of  public  policy,  rather  than  of  law.  He 
took  exception,  as  he  put  it,  to  the  startling  recital  in  a  British  act 
of  parliament,  of  a  premier  of  a  province  asking  permission  of  his 
holiness  if  there  was  any  serious  objection  in  the  way  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  selling  a  property  which  was  recognised  as  a  portion  of  the 
public  domain,  thereby  making  the  legislation  of  the  province 
dependent  on  the  act  of  the  supreme  pontiff  of  Rome,  who,  as  a 
temporal  power,  had  no  authority  to  interfere.  The  act  under 
consideration  in  effect  did  away  with  the  purposes  for  which  the 
J esuit  estates  were  appropriated,  by  putting  into  the  general  fund 
an  amount  which  was  granted  for  educational  purposes,  thus  mis¬ 
appropriating — not  using  the  term  in  its  technical  sense,  recognising 
the  right  of  the  province  to  use  the  fund — this  fund  by  providing 
that  $400,000  may  be  paid  thereout  to  a  certain  institution.  He 
did  not  accept  the  theory  that  the  J esuits  held  their  estates  in  trust 
for  educational  purposes,  the  deeds  showing  that  they  were  given  in 
fee  simple  for  all  time.  The  decree  of  the  parliament  of  Paris  having 
in  1762  suppressed  the  Jesuit  order,  taking  from  them  their  lands, 
it  was  not  strictly  accurate  to  affirm  that  at  the  time  of  the 
definitive  treaty  of  1763  the  Jesuit  fathers  held  their  estates.  But 
for  the  sake  of  argument,  if  they  did,  the  issue  of  the  king’s 
proclamation  in  October  of  that  year  introduced  the  laws  of  Great 
Britain  into  this  country,  which  remained  in  force  till  the  passing 
of  the  Quebec  act  in  1774  ;  by  the  laws  of  England  at  the  time  the 
Jesuits  were  not  tolerated,  therefore  the  moment  the  British  laws 
were  introduced  into  this  country,  ipso  facto ,  the  Jesuits’  estates 
became  forfeited.1  That  if  there  ever  was  a  title  to  an  estate  or 
property  made  clear  and  recognised  by  legislation,  it  was  that  of  the 
Jesuit  estate,  as  set  forth  by  the  following  enactments  : — 

In  1832  (Lower  Canada),  2  Wm.  4,  ch.  41,  sec.  1. 


That  all  monies  arising  out  of  the  estates  of  the  late  order  of  Jesuits 
which  now  are  in,  or  may  hereafter  come  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver- 
general,  shall  be  applied  to  the  purposes  of  education  exclusively. 


Mr.  Dalton  McCarthy,  Q.C.  Governors  Murray  and  Carleton, 
b  or  Ins  speech  see  Canadian  Han-  and  opinions  from  Sir  James 
sard,  1889,  pp.  842-854.  Marriott  and  Mr.  Wedderburn  on 

1  Vide  Mr.  McCarthy’s  speech,  this  point,  Canadian  Hansard,  1889, 
Lor  extracts  from  instructions  to  pp.  844,  845. 
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In  1846,  9  Yic.  ch.  59  : — 

That  the  revenue  and  interests  arising  from  the  real  or  funded 
property  forming  part  of  the  estates  of  the  late  order  of  the  Jesuits,  and 
now  at  the  disposal  of  the  legislature  for  educational  purposes  in  Lower 
Canada,  shall  be,  and  are  hereby  declared  to  be  applicable  to  such 
purposes,  and  to  no  other. 

In  1856,  19  &  20  Yic.  ch.  54,  sec.  1 

The  estates  and  property  of  the  late  order  of  the  Jesuits,  whether  in 
possession  or  reversion,  including  all  sums  funded  or  invested,  or  to  be 
funded  or  invested  as  forming  part  thereof,  are  hereby  appropriated  for 
the  purposes  of  this  act,  and  shall  form  a  fund  to  be  called  the  Lower 
Canada  superior  education  investment  fund. 

This  special  property  set  apart  for  education  in  the  province  of 
Quebec,  for  the  Roman  catholics  and  protestants  alike,  had  been 
swept  away  by  the  act  under  discussion,  and  justified  the  interfer¬ 
ence  of  the  federal  parliament  in  invoking  disallowance.  Though 
given  by  the  Crown  for  specific  purposes  which  constituted  the 
property  public  domain,  this  act  uses  her  Majesty’s  name  as  enacting 
that  her  own  estates,  or  estates  she  had  surrenclecl  to  the  province, 
were  not  hers  or  the  province’s. 

That  by  the  rule  of  international  law  no  foreign  authority, 
temporal  or  spiritual,  can  be  allowed  to  interfere  in  the  affairs  of 
another  country,  and  under  the  law  of  Elizabeth,  made  specially 
applicable  to  this  country  by  the  Quebec  act  of  1774,  this  principle 
in  particular  applies. 

That  the  act  violated  a  fundamental  principle  of  this  country, 
that  all  religions  are  free  and  equal,  and  that  it  ought  to  be  dis¬ 
allowed  as  being  unconstitutional  and  ultra  vires  of  a  province,  and 
if  not  on  that  ground  there  should  have  been  exercised  that  judg¬ 
ment,  discretion,  and  policy,  to  stamp  out  any  attempt  which  has 
been  made  here  to  establish  a  kind  of  state  church  amongst  us. 

That  the  grant  of  public  money  of  $400,000  to  a  particular 
church  was  in  violation  of  the  rule  of  the  separation  of  church  and 
state  in  this  country,  as  in  this  case  there  were  no  conditions 
attached  to  the  grant,  beyond  that  of  being  spent  in  the  province, 
while  the  $60,000  given  as  a  compensation  to  the  minority  was 
expressly  given  for  education,  and  not  to  go  to  any  sectarian 
purposes. 

The  concluding  part  of  the  speaker’s  argument  was  taken  up 
with  the  tenets  and  principles  of  practice  of  the  Jesuit  society, 
together  with  its  status  in  the  various  countries  in  Europe,  from 
which  he  maintained  that  the  incorporation  of,  and  the  grant  of 
money  to  the  Jesuit  body,  under  any  pretext  or  for  any  purpose,  was 
an  act  that  should  have  at  once  been  disallowed  if  it  were  passed  by 
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a  provincial  legislature,  and  the  establishment  of  such  an  order  is  a 
matter  of  concern  to  the  people  of  the  province  of  Ontario  and  the 
rest  of  the  dominion. 

In  presenting  the  case  for  the  government,  the  minister  of 
justice!  said  in  reply  that  the  Jesuits  had  a  legal  title  to  the 
property,  but  that  was  not  a  question  with  which  the  house  had  any 
right  to  decide  ;  it  should  be  left  to  that  authority  which  the  con¬ 
stitution  made  competent  to  deal  with,  in  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the 
whole  dominion  and  policy  of  the  empire  were  involved. 

Long  before  the  conquest  the  Jesuits  were  rewarded  for  their 
labours  in  the  wilderness,  the  schools  and  churches  of  Canada,  by  the 
gift  of  these  estates  from  the  king  of  France,  under  whom  the  society 
had  been  incorporated. 

At  the  conquest,  by  the  law  of  nations,  the  conquering  power 
took  the  sovereignty  of  the  country,  the  king’s  fortifications,  stores, 
arms,  lands,  treasury,  <fcc.,  but  by  the  law  of  nations  there  was  no 
right  to  touch  property  of  the  humblest  subject  in  the  country. 
Had  private  property  been  despoiled,  it  would  have  been  an  outrage 
which  would  have  disgraced  British  arms,  and  would  have  con¬ 
stituted  an  act  the  conquering  general  stated,  in  the  terms  of 
capitulation,  would  not  be  done.  L  nder  article  thirty-four  of  these 
terms  this  society  retained  its  estates. 

All  the  communities  and  all  the  priests  shall  preserve  their  movables, 
the  property  and  revenues  of  the  seignories  and  other  estates  which  they 
possess  in  the  colony,  of  what  nature  soever  they  be,  and  the  same  estates 
shall  be  preserved  in  their  privileges,  rights,  honours,  and  exemptions. 

In  return  for  the  cession  of  Canada  this  solemn  compact  had  been 
made  by  the  sovereign  of  England. 

His  Britannic  Majesty  on  his  side  agrees  to  grant  the  liberty  of  the 
catholic  religion  to  the  inhabitants  of  Canada.  He  will  consequently  give 
the  most  precise  and  most  effectual  orders  that  his  new  Roman  catholic 
subjects  may  profess  the  worship  of  their  religion,  according  to  the  rites 
of  the  Romish  church,  as  far  as  the  laws  of  Great  Britain  permit.  His 
Britannic  Majesty  further  agrees  that  the  French  inhabitants,  or  others 
who  had  been  subjects  of  the  Most  Christian  King  in  Canada,  may  retire 
with  all  safety  and  freedom  wherever  they  shall  think  proper,  and  may 
sell  their  estates,  provided  it  be  to  subjects  of  his  Britannic  Majesty. 

It  had  been  stated  that  the  essence  of  the  whole  clause  is  in  the 
qualification  ‘  as  far  as  the  laws  of  Great  Britain  permit,’  and  that  of 
itself  introduced  the  laws  of  England  relating  to  public  worship  and 
the  supremacy  act. 


J  Sir  John  Thompson,  K.C.M.G.  For  his  speech,  see  Canadian  Han¬ 
sard,  1889,  pp.  856-869. 
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To  quote  the  exact  words  of  the  speaker:  4  The  very  essence  of  the 
supremacy  act  is  that  no  person  outside  the  realm  of  England  shall 
lia\e  or  exercise  within  the  Queen’s  dominions,  even  spiritual 
superiority.  If  no  spiritual  superiority  in  Rome,  then  no  bishop  in 
Canada  ;  if  no  bishop  in  Canada,  no  priest  in  Canada  ;  if  no  priest 
in  Canada,  then  no  sacrament  for  the  living  or  the  dying  in  Canada. 
Every  altar  in  Canada  would  have  been  thrown  down  by  the  very 
terms  of  a  treaty  in  which  his  Britannic  Majesty,  in  return  for  the 
cession  of  half  the  continent,  solemnly  promised  not  only  that  the 
people  should  have  the  right  to  exercise  their  religion,  as  they  had 
been  accustomed  to  do,  but  that  he  would  give  the  most  precise 
orders  that  freedom  of  worship  should '  be  carried  out  in  every 
particular.  Now,  sir,  obviously  the  treaty  meant  no  such  thing  ■ 
obviously  his  Britannic  Majesty  did  not  take  with  one  hand  the 
cession  of  this  country,  and  hold  out  a  false  promise  with  the  other. 
Obviously  he  meant  that  there  should  be  perfect  freedom  of  worship 
in  Canada,  the  newly  ceded  country,  subject  only  to  the  legislation 
which  might  be  made  upon  this  subject  from  time  to  time  by  the 
parliament  of  Great  Britain  •  certainly  not  that  it  was  subject  then 
to  the  laws  as  regards  freedom  of  worship  in  Great  Britain.’  For 
the  laws  of  that  date  did  not  permit  of  freedom  of  public  worship  to 
Roman  catholics  in  England  ;  therefore  it  meant  4  in  so  far  as  the 
laws  of  Great  Britain  permit  freedom  of  worship  in  her  colonies.’ 
Toleration  was  extended  by  the  Quebec  act  of  1774  to  the  province, 
where,  by  a  new  oath,  catholic  subjects  were  not  bound  to  abjure 
foreign  jurisdiction  in  matters  spiritual,  as  they  would  have  to  have 
done  under  the  form  in  the  act  of  supremacy,  merely  taking  an  oath 
of  allegiance  applying  to  temporal  affairs  of  the  sovereign. 

Thirty  years  after  the  conquest,  1791,  the  king  of  Great  Britain, 
by  proclamation,  suppressed  the  order  of  Jesuits  in  the  colony,  but 
4  the  king  of  England  had  no  power  to  revoke  the  terms  of  the 
charter  of  incorporation  which  the  Jesuits  of  Canada  had  received 
fi’om  the  king  of  France.  The  parliament  of  Great  Britain  could 
have  brought  in  the  whole  body  of  the  common  law,  and  could  have 
applied  to  the  colony  all  the  penal  statutes  which  the  bigotry  of  that 
age  might  choose  to  invoke.  But  the  king  of  England  had  probably 
no  such  prerogative.  If  the  king  grants  a  charter,  the  king  himself, 
with  all  his  power,  cannot  revoke  it.  It  is  only  parliament  who 
can  do  that,  and  in  this  instance,  by  the  attempt,  I  venture  to  think, 
of  the  king  to  suppress  that  order,  and  to  revoke  that  charter,  he 
exceeded  the  authority  which  he  possessed.’  It  had  been  urged  that 
all  the  common  law  of  England  had  been  introduced  into  Canada  by 
royal  proclamation.  But  by  the  law  of  nations  acknowledged  by 
English  law,  the  laws  of  a  conquered  country  prevail  until  new  laws 
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have  been  imposed.  Such  under  the  constitution  of  Great  Britain 
could  not  he  effected  by  the  monarch  ;  for  ‘  the  king  of  England 
could  not  introduce  the  common  law  by  his  proclamation  in  violation 
of  the  treaty  which  he  had  made  in  1763,  and  by  the  terms  of  the 
treaty  he  had  reserved  all  those  rights  which  touch  this  question, 
even  in  the  remotest  degree.  On  the  death  of  the  last  surviving 
member  of  the  corporation  in  Canada  in  1800,  probably  by  the 
English  law  the  property  escheated  to  the  Crown,  but  the  question 
had  been  complicated  by  the  fact  that  the  Pope  had  suppressed  the 
company  of  J esus  nearly  all  over  the  world.  But  it  is  a  principle  of 
common  law,  that  whenever  property  of  any  kind  has  been  escheated 
to  the  Crown,  some  consideration  should  be  shown  to  the  persons 
who  are  morally  entitled  to  it,  and  regard  should  be  had  to  the  use 
to  which  it  was  intended  to  be  applied.’ 

The  attention  of  the  house  is  drawn  to  the  fact  ‘  that  the  very 
brief  by  which  these  properties  were  taken  possession  of  on  the  part 
of  the  Crown,  when  they  were  eventually  seized,  does  not  allege  the 
right  of  escheat,  but  declares  the  right  by  which  the  Crown  intended 
to  claim  the  properties  to  be  the  right  of  conquest — a  right  which, 
as  I  have  said,  is  repudiated  by  the  law  of  nations,  was  repudiated 
by  the  Crown  officers  of  Great  Britain  at  the  time,  and  which,  after 
all  that  has  been  said  in  this  debate,  has  not  had  one  word  said  in 
favour  of  it.  That  was  the  only  title  by  which  Great  Britain  claimed 
she  had  a  right  to  these  estates.’ 

The  subsequent  statutes  having  vested  the  title  in  the  province  of 
Quebec,  which  had  been  admitted  by  the  legislature  as  good  title  ; 
the  act  under  discussion  admits  merely  that  there  exists  a  moral 
claim  to  some  degree  of  compensation  that  was  binding  upon  the 
legislature  to  discharge.  This  claim  was  based  on  the  action  of  the 
united  hierarchy  of  Quebec,  which  had  always  put  in  a  claim  against 
the  property  whenever,  at  any  time,  portions  of  it  had  been  put  up  for 
sale.  This  moral  claim,  by  unanimous  vote  of  the  legislature,  was 
recognised  as  just ;  it  was  not  therefore  within  the  province  of  the 
federal  authorities  to  exercise  a  superior  and  overruling  judgment, 
and  declare  that  ‘  the  legislature  arrived  at  a  wrong  conclusion.’  ‘  I 
can  state  the  matter  no  more  forcibly  than  in  the  very  words  of  one 
of  our  opponents  on  this  question,  who  declares  that  the  authority 
given  to  the  provincial  legislatures  over  certain  classes  of  subjects 
carries  with  it,  like  all  authority,  a  liberty  to  error  which  must  be 
respected  so  long  as  the  legal  power  is  not  exceeded,  and  the  error  is 
not  manifestly  subversive,  legally  or  morally,  of  the  principles  of  the 
constitution  or  of  the  great  objects  of  the  state.  As  far,  therefore, 
as  we  have  to  consider  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  recognise  a 
moral  obligation — leaving  out  of  sight  for  a  moment  the  theological 
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questions  which  my  hon.  friend  from  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  and  I 
are  to  join  issue  on,  with  a  view  to  the  house  passing  judgment  as 
to  which  is  the  better  theologian  forsooth,  and  as  to  whose  advice  on 
the  question  of  theology  his  excellency  the  governor-general  as  the 
supreme  theologian  is  to  act — I  contend  that  the  legislature  had 
supreme  authority  to  decide,  and  had  a  perfect  right  to  decide, 
without  veto  or  controlling  authority  at  Ottawa,  even  though  we 
thought  they  decided  erroneously.’ 

Regarding  the  claimants  to  this  property,  the  bishops  of  the 
province  said  :  ‘  As  a  result  of  the  suppression  of  the  society  of 
Jesus  in  this  province  we  were  vested  with  all  the  estates  as  the 
ordinaries  of  the  various  dioceses  in  which  these  properties  were 
situated.’  Nay  more,  they  said:  ‘We  have  inherited  their  moral 
claim  too,  because  when  the  means  were  stricken  from  their  hands  of 
carrying  on  the  missionary  work  and  the  work  of  education,  we  took 
it  up  and,  by  the  sacrifice  of  our  people’s  labours  and  treasures,  we 
built  up  institutions  of  education  all  over  this  country.’ 

The  J esuits  had  in  the  meantime  been  reinstated  and  reorganised 
in  the  province,  and  they  became  claimants  as  well  as  the  bishops  to 
the  property.  In  order  to  clear  the  title  of  dispute,  it  became 
necessary  that  the  two  parties  should  arbitrate  and  leave  the  decision 
to  an  authority  jointly  recognised  to  be  superior  to  both.  ‘  It  so 
happened  that  the  hierarchy  of  Quebec  and  the  other  contesting 
parties  who  struggled  for  compensation  for  this  moral  claim  were 
both  members  of  the  same  church,  and  by  their  membership 
recognised  supreme  authority  in  the  head  of  that  church  to  settle 
their  disputes,  even  though  the  settlement  should  be  against  their 
will.  The  head  of  their  church  had  that  authority — not  by  any 
provision  of  the  law  of  Quebec  mind,  not  by  any  provision  recognised 
by  English  law  mind,  but  by  the  consent  of  the  parties  who  were 
free  to  belong  to  that  church  and  free  to  leave  it,  and  while  they  did 
belong  to  it  were  subject  to  a  spiritual  superior.  He  had  that 
power  by  their  choice  ;  he  had  the  right  to  say  to  one  or  the  other, 
no  matter  how  small  or  how  great  the  proportion  might  be  that  was 
divided  between  them  :  “  You  must  submit ;  it  is  a  fair  settlement 
between  you,  and  I,  as  your  supreme  arbiter,  bind  you  by  my  decision.” 
The  government  of  Quebec,  therefore,  having  made  up  its  mind  to 
recognise  the  moral  claim,  if  for  no  other  purpose,  for  purposes  of 
public  policy,  found  that  they  could  not  arrive  at  a  solution  of  the 
question  without  some  person  to  act  between  the  claimants  and  to 
bind  them  both.  It  was  only  by  a  method  like  that  that  they  could 
reach  a  solution,  paying  once,  and  once  only,  the  value  of  this  moral 
claim.  Now,  that  being  so,  let  me  see  what  was  done  in  pursuance 
of  that  method  of  settlement.  The  head  of  that  church,  so  possessed 
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with  power  to  preclude  the  Jesuits  from  making  any  further  claim, 
so  possessed  with  power  to  preclude  the  bishops  from  making  any 
further  claim,  authorised,  in  1884 — and  this  is  an  important  fact,  as 
the  house  will  see  when  I  proceed  a  little  with  the  argument — 
authorised  the  archbishop  of  Quebec  to  act  as  his  attorney  in  the 
negotiations  for  the  settlement.  On  the  7th  of  May,  1887,  a 
document  appears  which  has  been  one  of  the  means  of  exciting 
hostility  to  this  act.  On  the  7th  of  May,  1887,  the  head  of  the 
church  reserved  to  himself  the  right  to  settle  the  question  with  regard 
to  the  value  of  that  moral  claim  and  the  division  of  the  proceeds. 
Reserved  it  to  himself  in  virtue  of  his  prerogatives  as  a  potentate  ? 
Not  at  all.  Reserved  it  to  himself  simply  in  the  withdrawal  of  the 
authority  which  he  had  given  to  the  archbishop  of  Quebec,  and  left 
himself  unrepresented  in  the  province  by  any  attorney  whomsoever. 
And,  therefore,  when  it  is  said  that  the  Pope  reserved  to  himself  the 
right  to  settle  the  question,  he  was  not  by  any  means  claiming  to 
reserve  any  right  in  the  public  domain  in  the  province,  or  any  right 
to  the  appropriation  of  money  of  the  province.  He  was  simply 
withdrawing  the  power  which  he  had  given  to  another  person  to 
settle  the  question,  and  saying  :  “  Until  a  new  authority  is  given, 
you  will  negotiate  with  me.”  The  next  step,  sir,  was  on  May  17, 
1888,  and  that  was  in  a  letter  which  was  written  by  Mr.  Mercier, 
the  first  minister  of  Quebec,  and  which,  without  an  undue  desire  to 
defend  the  propriety  of  these  negotiations,  the  policy  of  the  act,  or 
any  other  step  of  the  transaction,  I  think  has  been  very  much  mis¬ 
understood  in  this  discussion.  The  letter  recites,  among  other 
things,  that  the  holy  father,  by  reserving  to  himself  the  settlement 
of  that  question,  virtually  had  cancelled  the  authority,  the  only 
authority,  which  existed  in  the  province  of  Quebec,  to  negotiate 
with  the  government.’  Here  the  minister  read  extracts  from  Mr. 
Mercier  s  letter,  contained  in  the  preamble  to  the  act,  which  recited 
the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  sale,  and  which  concluded  with  : _ 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  deem  it  my  duty  to  ask  your  eminence 
if  you  see  any  serious  objection  to  the  government’s  selling  the  property, 
pending  a  final  settlement  of  the  question  of  the  J esuits’  estates. 

‘  My  hon.  friends  so  far  misconceived  that  request  as  to  represent 
it  to  be  a  petition  on  the  part  of  the  government  of  the  province  to 
a  foreign  potentate  for  permission  to  sell  the  property,  a  permission 
which  they  did  not  need,  because  by  the  law  of  the  province  they 
had  the  power  to  sell  it,  and  they  had  from  year  to  year  sold 
portions  of  it,  and  put  the  proceeds  in  the  public  treasury.  But  in 
as  ung  his  consent  to  the  sale  of  the  property,  they  were  asking 
hat,  when  they  brought  it  to  the  market  again,  they  should  not  be 
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met  by  the  protests  of  the  bishops  whom  he  had  the  power  to 
control ;  and,  therefore,  when  the  first  minister  said  :  “  Will  you 
permit  this  property  to  be  sold,  pending  a  final  settlement  of  the 
J esuits’  estates  1  ”  he  was  simply  asking  that  that  protest  should 
no  longer  be  made,  and  that  there  should  be  a  consent  to  the  sale 
on  the  part  of  all  who  asserted  any  claim  whatever,  even  though  it 
were  only  the  shadow  of  a  moral  claim.  He  said  :  “  This  is  a 
receptacle  for  filth,  so  much  so  that  it  has  become  a  public  scandal  : 
let  us  all  agree  that  it  shall  be  sold,  pending  a  settlement  of  the 
Jesuits’  estates.”  Surely  that  is  only  the  ordinary  transaction  of 
everyday  life,  when  a  man  has  possession  of  real  estate  to  which 
another  sets  up  even  an  unfounded  claim.  He  will  say  :  “  Rather 
than  that  this  property  should  go  to  waste  and  be  a  public  nuisance, 
better  that  we  should  all  consent  to  sell  it.”  Yet  we  are  told  that 
the  first  minister  went  to  the  feet  of  a  foreign  potentate  to  enable 
him  to  exercise  power  which  he  ought  to  have  found  in  the  statutes 
of  his  own  province.  He  was  not  denying  his  legal  title  or  power  ; 
but  he  was  simply  saying  :  “  Give  me  your  consent,  so  that  this 
claim,  whether  little  or  much,  shall  no  longer  stand  in  the  way  of  a 
sale  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned.”  He  said  : — 
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The  government  would  look  on  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  as  a  special 
deposit  to  be  disposed  of  hereafter,  in  accordance  with  the  agreements  to 
be  entered  into  between  the  parties  interested,  with  the  sanction  of  the 
holy  see. 

Simply  this,  that  all  parties  claiming  the  property,  or  any  rights  in 
respect  of  it,  shall  agree  that  the  property  shall  be  sold  and  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  shall  be  kept  inviolate,  so  that  anybody  having  any  claim 
against  the  property  shall  not  be  prejudiced,  but  shall  have  the  same 
claim  as  before — precisely  the  same  arrangement  as  any  business 
man  having  property  to  sell  would  make  with  his  adversary.  The 
letter  goes  on  to  say  : — 

As  it  will  perhaps  be  necessary  upon  this  matter  to  consult  the 
legislature  of  our  province,  which  is  to  be  convened  very  shortly,  I  respect¬ 
fully  solicit  an  immediate  reply. 

‘  We  were  told  in  sarcastic  tones  to-night  that  it  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  go  to  the  feet  of  the  sovereign  pontiff,  but  it  might 
only  perhaps  be  necessary  to  consult  the  legislature  of  the  province 
of  Quebec.  T  say,  when  we  know  the  facts  with  regard  to  that 
property,  the  criticism  becomes  unfair.  The  legislature  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  had  a  ready  power  to  sell  those  estates  by  law,  and 
therefore,  unless  it  were  agreed  upon  with  the  head  of  the  church 
that  the  property  should  be  sold  under  these  conditions  and  an 
agreement  were  made  to  value  this  very  claim,  and  to  put  aside 
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funds  to  meet  it,  there  was  no  necessity  to  consult  the  legislature  at 
all.  If  the  authority  to  whom  that  letter  was  addressed  had  declined 
the  negotiations,  it  would  not  have  been  necessary  to  consult  the 
legislature,  because  the  provincial  government  had  all  the  legal 
authority  the  legislature  could  give  them.  It  was  only  in  the  event 
of  a  compromise  being  arrived  at  and  the  payment  of  money  being 
involved,  that  it  was  necessary  to  consult  the  legislature  at  all.  And 
yet  this  letter  has  been  put  to  the  house  this  very  day,  as  if,  forsooth, 
the  fair  and  true  meaning  of  it  was  that  it  was  only  perhaps  neces¬ 
sary  to  consult  the  legislature,  but  at  all  events  it  was  necessary  to 
consult  the  holy  see.  Now,  the  answer  to  that  was  in  these  words:  — 

I  hasten  to  notify  you  that,  having  laid  your  request  before  the  holy 
father  at  the  audience  yesterday,  his  holiness  was  pleased  to  grant  permis¬ 
sion  to  sell  the  property  which  belonged  to  the  Jesuit  fathers  before  they 
were  suppressed,  upon  the  express  condition,  however,  that  the  sum  to  be 
received  be  deposited  and  left  at  the  free  disposal  of  the  holy  see. 

The  claimant  representing  this  moral  claim  says  :  “  I  agree  that 
you  shall  sell  that  lot  in  the  city  of  Quebec,  but  if  you  sell  it,  place 
the  fund  to  my  credit  in  order  that  we  may  know  where  it  is,  when 
we  arrive  at  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as  to  what  shall  be  done  with 
it.”  The  answer  of  the  first  minister  was  that  he  declined  to  accede 
to  that,  but  he  proposed  what  would  be  the  ordinary  solution  of 
business  people,  that  the  government  retain  the  proceeds  until  this 
dispute  shall  be  settled  and  the  final  answer  received  from  Rome. 
Thus  what  is  declared  to  be  an  assumption  of  authority  on  the  part 
of  the  Pope,  actually  in  contravention  of  the  supremacy  act,  and 
what  we  are  told  actually  trails  the  Queen’s  honour  in  the  dust,  is 
that  the  Pope  consents  to  the  Quebec  government  retaining  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  Jesuits’  estates,  subject  to  a  future  settlement 
of  the  dispute.  The  government  of  Quebec,  pending  the  settlement 
of  the  claims  of  these  two  litigants,  which  were  to  be  held  in 
suspense  to  be  settled,  not  before  the  sale  of  the  property  but  after¬ 
wards,  retained  custody  of  this  fund ;  and  when  the  authority  repre¬ 
senting  these  rival  claimants  agrees  to  this  proposition,  it  is  asserted, 
forsooth,  that  because  he  uses  the  word  “  allows,”  meaning  evidently 
“  consents,”  he  has  encroached  on  the  prerogative  of  the  Queen.  In 
agreeing  to  the  government  retaining  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
Jesuits’  estates,  he  acted  simply  as  the  arbiter  between  the  two  con¬ 
testing  claimants.  He  allows  this  simply  as  the  person  who,  as  the 
head  of  the  church  to  which  the  claimants  belong,  has,  by  their 
own  choice,  a  right  to  give  this  consent ;  and  yet  when  he  consents 
to  that,  it  is  actually  declared  that  he  is  asserting  the  prerogative  of 
a  foreign  potentate  in  derogation  of  the  prerogative  of  the  Queen. 
I  repeat  that  when  we  know  the  facts  with  regard  to  the  situation 
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of  this  property,  and  with  regard  to  the  position  of  the  two  rival 
claimants,  it  is  impossible  to  misunderstand,  and  almost  impossible  for 
ingenuity  to  misrepresent,  the  preamble  of  this  act,  as  unfortunately 
it  has  been  misrepresented  during  the  long  discussion  which  has  taken 
place,  since  the  act  was  passed,  in  various  parts  of  the  country.’ 

After  referring  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  full  liberty  accorded 
the  holy  see  to  dispose  of  the  property  under  the  terms  of  a  deed, 
the  minister  goes  on  to  say  : — 

‘  Then  follows  the  clause  to  which  above  all  others  exception  is 
taken,  and  to  which  I  shall  ask  the  special'  attention  of  the  house: — 

That  any  agreement  made  between  you  and  the  government  of  the 
province  will  be  binding  only  in  so  far  as  it  shall  be  ratified  by  the  Pope 
and  the  legislature  of  this  province. 

Now,  when  we  look  at  the  act  itself,  when  we  see  what  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  province  of  Quebec  asked  the  legislature  of  Quebec  to 
do,  when  we  see  them  ask  the  legislature  of  Quebec  to  vote  in  ex¬ 
tinction  of  this  moral  claim,  whatever  it  was  worth,  the  sum  of 
$400,000,  we  cease  to  be  surprised  and  to  be  deceived  as  regards  the 
effect  of  that  provision  of  the  statute.  The  ministry  of  Quebec  were 
dealing  with  two  rival  claimants,  the  hierarchy  and  the  Jesuit 
society.  They  were  dealing  also  with  a  third  party,  the  Pope,  who 
occupied  the  position  of  mediator  by  consent  between  these  two,  and 
the  first  minister  of  Quebec  stipulated  that  before  the  province 
should  be  asked  to  pay  one  dollar  of  the  money,  it  should  have  a 
conveyance,  in  the  first  place  from  the  fathers  of  the  society,  in  the 
second  place  from  the  Pope  himself,  and,  in  the  third  place,  from 
the  sacred  college  of  the  propaganda  and  the  Roman  catholic  church 
in  general.  He  stipulated  that  before  he  should  be  bound  to  pay  a 
dollar  of  that  money,  nay,  even  before  he  should  ask  the  legislature 
of  Quebec  to  authorise  him  to  pay  a  dollar,  he  should  be  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  say  :  “  I  have  obtained  a  complete  release  from  all  the  parties 
who  for  ever  after  can  assert  the  slightest  right  or  title  or  the  sligh¬ 
test  claim,  legally  or  morally,  in  regard  to  these  estates.”  Why  could 
he  not  do  this  1  Could  he  have  said  :  “I  ask  the  legislature  of  the 
province  of  Quebec  for  authority  to  pay  this  money  on  obtaining  a 
conveyance  from  the  fathers  of  the  society”  ?  Would  he  not  have 
left  outstanding  the  rights  of  the  hierarchy,  who  contested,  every 
inch  of  the  way,  the  rights  of  the  fathers  of  the  society  to  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  the  settlement  ?  Would  he  not  have  left  outstanding  still 
the  possible  claim  of  the  authority  superior  to  them  all  1  I  assert  it 
without  fear,  that  the  contention  will  not  commend  itself  to  the 
good  sense  of  the  house,  that  that  provision  No.  7,  which  is  taken 
sucli  great  exception  to,  is  a  distinct  provision  against  the  authority 
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of  the  Pope  and  not  in  favour  of  the  authority  of  the  Pope.  In  fact, 
by  that  provision  the  substance  of  the  agreement  was  this .  While 
I  am  willing  to  offer  to  you  $400,000,  I  am  not  willing  to  be  bound 
by  my  offer  until  your  master  ratifies  your  agreement  to  accept  it.  I 
will  not  only  not  pay  you  a  dollar  of  that  $400,000  until  every  one  of 
you  gives  me  your  conveyance,  but  until  the  greatest  superior  you  ha\  e 
on  earth  gives  me  his  deed,  and  until  I  get  all  that,  I  will  not  ask  the 
legislature  of  Quebec  to  give  me  authority  to  pay  you  a  single  dollar.” 
And  yet,  because  the  legislature  of  Quebec  demanded,  before  it 
should  put  that  money  even  at  the  disposition  of  the  governor  in 
council,  that  they  should  have  everybody’s  rights  foreclosed,  and 
that  the  highest  authority  the  claimants  recognised  on  earth  should 
give  his  deed  also,  and  more,  that  the  college  of  the  propaganda 
should  also  give  its  release,  and  that  every  step  down  to  that  point 
should  be  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  province  of  Quebec, 
we  are  told  that  this  is  an  assertion  of  the  prerogative  of  a  foreign 
potentate.  I  am  dealing  with  no  merely  legal  theory  upon  this 
question.  I  am  not  devising  any  excuse  for  the  legislation  of  Que¬ 
bec.  I  say  that  the  legislature  of  Quebec  so  understood  it.  It  was 
so  explained  to  them.  I  hold  before  me  a  statement  which  the  first 
minister  who  introduced  that  bill  into  the  legislature  made  to  that 
legislature,  and  upon  which  they  passed  the  bill.  He  says  : 

In  the  first  place  we  must  not  mistake  the  bearing  of  this  declaration, 
nor  forget  that  it  was  inserted  as  a  protection. 

The  legislature  of  Quebec  passed  it  as  a  protection  on  the  statement 
of  their  first  minister.  They  passed  that  provision  unanimously  as 
such  protection,  and  yet  months  after  we  are  to  put  a  different  inter¬ 
pretation  upon  what  their  intention  was,  and  to  ask  that  his  excel¬ 
lency,  a  stranger  to  that  legislature,  a  stranger  to  their  motives, 
should  decide  that  that  was  not  their  true  motive  at  all,  that  it  was 
not  a  protection  but  a  distinct  challenge  of  the  supremacy  of  her 
Majesty  Queen  Victoria.’  Mr.  Mercier  said  to  the  house: — 

And  so  that  there  may  be  no  misunderstanding,  so  that  the  transac¬ 
tion  may  be  final,  so  that  the  settlement  may  no  longer  be  open  to  discus¬ 
sion  by  the  religious  authorities,  we  insist  that  the  Pope  shall  ratify  the 
arrangement.  There  is  no  question  of  having  the  law  sanctioned  by  the 
Pope.  Let  us  not  play  upon  words. 

Referring  to  a  clause  in  the  letter  of  May  1,  1888,  which  states  : — 

That  the  amount  of  the  compensation  fixed  shall  remain  in  the  posses¬ 
sion  of  the  government  of  the  province  as  a  special  deposit,  until  the  Pope 
has  ratified  the  said  settlement,  and  made  known  his  wishes  respecting 
the  distribution  of  such  amount  in  this  country, 

the  minister  said  :  ‘  Before  I  leave  this  stage  of  the  transaction,  I 
repeat  that  this  was  distinct  legislation  against  any  possible  rights 
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or  claims  on  the  part  of  the  Pope,  and  that  any  protestant  legis¬ 
lature  m  this  country— I  say  more,  the  parliament  of  the  United 
Kingdom— if  it  had  been  called  upon  to  pass  a  statute  affecting 
property  m  regard  to  which  there  were  foreign  claimants,  high  or 
low  would  have  passed  a  provision  to  that  effect,  and  achieving 
that  result.  I  admit  that  the  words  which  give  offence  to  persons 
of  various  other  persuasions  throughout  Canada,  and  make  distinct 
reference  to  the  Pope,  might  not  have  appeared  in  the  preamble  to 
an  act  of  the  United  Kingdom.  I  admit  that  it  would  have  been 
m  better  taste-  in  view  of  the  great  difference  of  opinion  which 
exists  m  this  country  on  matters  of  that  kind,  if  that  language  had 
not  appeared  m  the  act,  and  if  the  same  result  had  been  obtained, 
as  the  first  minister  of  Quebec  says  it  might  have  been,  in  a  different 
way ;  but  the  result,  whatever  may  be  the  form  of  words  used  is 
a  proper  result,  guarding  all  the  rights  of  the  province  until  every - 
one  eise  had  given  up  his  claim.  And,  when  it  comes  to  a  question 
of  disallowance,  we  are  here  to  advise  disallowance  or  allowance,  not 
upon  the  form  of  words,  not  upon  the  question  of  the  draftsman’s 
taste,  but  according  to  what  we  believe  was  the  true  meaning  and 
intent  of  the  act  itself.’ 

With  leference  to  the  assertion  made  and  argued  with  force  in 
the  house  that  the  act  denied  the  supremacy  of  the  Queen,  let  me  ask 
what  rights  her  Majesty  had  in  this  property,  as  the  spiritual  or  as 
the  temporal  sovereign?  Absolutely  none  whatever— absolutely 
none  whatever,  excepting  that  she  stood  as  the  trustee  for  the  pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec.  Her  own  personal  rights  were  not  affected,  her 
sovereign  rights  were  not  affected.  These  were  no  part  of  her 
Majesty’s  domain,  they  were  no  part  of  her  Majesty’s  revenue.  If 
they  were,  under  this  act,  all  sold  and  turned  into  money  to-morrow, 
not  one  dollar  will  ever  pass  into  her  Majesty’s  treasury,  public  or 
private,  not  one  dollar  will  ever  be  disposed  of  under  the  advice  of 
her  Majesty’s  ministers.  Her  Majesty,  with  regard  to  those  lands, 
had  no  interest,  either  as  the  spiritual  or  the  temporal  sovereign. 
Let  me  ask,  then,  in  what  particular  that  act  derogates  from  the 
authority  of  her  Majesty  as  head  of  her  church,  or  as  head  of  any 
religion  in  the  British  empire?  Hone  whatever.  It  is  purely  a 
question  of  temporal  concern,  purely  of  the  public  domain  of  the 
province  of  Quebec.  My  honourable  friend  from  Victoria  (Mr. 
Barron)  said  last  night  that  it  derogated  from  her  authority,  inas¬ 
much  as  it  placed  a  portion  of  the  public  money  in  Quebec  at  the 
disposal  of  a  foreigner.  It  does  not,  I  submit,  place  the  public 
money  of  the  province  of  Quebec  at  the  disposal  of  a  foreigner ;  it 
sets  aside  a  sum  of  money  for  the  extinguishment  of  a  claim  upon 
the  public  property  of  Quebec,  and  then  calls  upon  those  who  are 
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litigants  in  regard  to  it  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  their  arbitrator 
in  the  matter.  .  .  .  Now,  I  would  be  content  if  so  much  had  not 
been  said  upon  this  subject  as  to  mislead  the  judgment  of  hundreds 
of  persons  in  this  country,  whose  judgment  upon  any  public  question 
is  well  worth  having — I  would  be  content  to  rest  the  case  there,  and 
to  say  that  no  right  of  her  Majesty,  either  as  a  temporal  or  a  spiritual 
power,  is  in  the  least  degree  involved  ;  but  when  we  are  taken  so 
far  afield  upon  the  question  as  to  go  back  into  the  legislation  of 
three  hundred  years  ago,  when  we  are  asked  to  apply  to  this  question 
the  supremacy  act,  which  would  not  have  the  slightest  bearing  upon 
it,  even  if  it  should  be  in  force  in  the  province  of  Quebec,  I  feel 
bound  to  follow  out  that  argument  to  some  extent  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  how  unreasonable  the  demand  is  that  under  the  British 
North  America  act,  and  in  this  day  of  colonial  rights  and  of  self- 
government,  the  federal  authority  in  Canada,  forsooth,  is  to  under¬ 
take  to  control  the  legislation  of  one  of  its  provinces,  according  to 
the  coercive  legislation  which  used  to  exist  in  the  mother  country 
three  hundred  years  ago.  I  have  reminded  the  house  what  privileges 
were,  even  as  regards  the  act  of  supremacy,  ceded  to  the  people  of 
Quebec  by  the  terms  of  capitulation,  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  and 
by  the  terms  of  the  Quebec  act.  I  have  shown  that  absolute  free¬ 
dom  of  worship  was  extended  by  the  treaty  of  Paris,  and  by  the 
Quebec  act ;  I  have  shown  the  house,  I  think,  what  is  the  meaning 
of  the  reservation  as  to  the  laws  of  England  then  in  force  as  regards 
public  worship  in  that  country.  Sir,  in  the  year  1765  the  law 
officers  of  the  Crown  made  this  statement  on  their  responsibility  to 
the  government  : — 

Her  Majesty’s  Roman  catholic  subjects  residing  in  the  countries  in 
America  ceded  to  her  Majesty  by  the  treaty  of  Paris  are  not  subject  in 
the  colonies  to  the  incapacities,  deprivation  of  rights  and  penalties,  to 
which  the  Roman  catholic  subjects  in  the  kingdom  are  subject. 

‘The  first  minister  of  that  country,  Lord  North,  then  said  the 
same  thing  in  debate.  [Here  the  extract  was  read.]  Well,  sir,  let 
us  not  in  dealing  with  this  question  of  supremacy  be  more  restrictive 
on  the  people  of  our  own  country  in  favour  of  the  authority  of  the 
sovereign,  whom  we  all  revere,  and  whose  powers  and  prerogatives 
we  all  wish  to  maintain  to  the  utmost,  than  the  sovereigns  of  Great 
Britain  have  been  themselves.  What  has  been  their  action  in 
respect  to  this  question  of  the  supremacy  ?  Let  me  read  to  you  a 
passage  in  Lord  Thurlow’s  statement  in  the  debates  of  1774 

I  stated  in  the  beginning  that  it  did  not  affect  to  relate  to  Canada,, 
but  I  said  that  the  capitulation  did  reserve  all  their  effects,  movable  and 
immovable.  But  even  if  it  were  otherwise,  is  it  to  be  supposed  that  the 
tithes  would  accrue  to  the  king  ?  The  tithe  is  collateral  to  the  land,  not 
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-sunk  in  it.  To  give  the  right  to  it  is  giving  to  the  secular  body  as  well 
as  the  regular  clergy  all  they  were  in  possession  of  before.  It  was  always 
in  my  opinion  an  established  fact,  that  the  clergy  (in  Canada)  were  en¬ 
titled  to  tithes,  though  they  might  not  have  use  for  them.  (Debates  1774, 

p.  71.) 

So  that  the  people  in  the  province  of  Quebec,  who  are  said  to-day 
to  be  under  the  provisions  of  a  supremacy  act  so  severe  that  they 
cannot  recognise  the  superiority  of  a  foreign  bishop,  were,  in  1774, 
by  her  Majesty’s  attorney-general,  declared  to  be  subject  to  their 
own  laws  so  far  that  their  clergy  were  entitled  to  collect  tithes  from 
the  people,  although  perhaps  not  by  authority  of  law.  Well, 
seventy-six  years  ago,  by  a  solemn  act  of  state,  the  Roman  catholic 
bishop  of  Quebec  was  recognised  by  the  governor  of  the  province 
under  royal  instructions.  We  are  told  that  the  act  of  supremacy 
was  in  force  ;  and  yet  that  man  was  a  bishop  simply  by  the  superi¬ 
ority  of  the  first  bishop  of  his  church.  He  was  a  bishop  because  he 
had  received  from  Rome  the  bulls  which,  under  the  statutes  of 
Queen  Elizabeth,  it  was  high  treason  to  bring  into  the  country  at 
all.  That  was  the  way  in  which  the  religious  restrictions  of  the 
people  of  this  country  were  treated  upwards  of  seventy-five  years 
ago  by  the  Imperial  authorities ;  but  after  the  lapse  of  three- 
quarters  of  a  century  we  are  to  be  wiser,  and  we  are  to  enforce 
against  a  great  section  of  our  free  people  legislation  reserving 
rights  to  the  Crown  which  the  Crown  deliberately  chose  to  ignore 
seventy-six  years  ago. 

‘ .  .  .  But  since  that  period,  since  the  period  when  the  officers  in 
this  country  charged  with  the  maintenance  of  the  rights  of  the 
Crown,  which,  as  I  have  said  before,  were  infinitely  less  restrictive 
than  we  are  asked  to  believe  them  to  be  to-day,  three-quarters  of  a 
century  later,  what  a  change  has  taken  place  in  the  colonies  of 
British  North  America  !  We  have  been  placed  upon  a  different 
.footing.  We  have  received  free  institutions,  we  have  received  legis¬ 
lative  powers,  and  by  the  voice  of  our  sovereign,  by  the  voice  of  her 
parliament,  by  the  policy  of  her  ministers,  as  expressed  in  every 
act  of  state,  it  has  been  declared  that,  subject  only  to  those  matters 
which  are  of  Imperial  concern,  we  shall  be  as  fully  clothed  with  the 
rights  of  self-governing  freemen  in  every  part  of  Canada  as  are  the 
subjects  in  the  heart  of  England.  And  yet  we  are  told  now  that 
we  are  under,  not  only  the  restrictive  legislation  of  three  hundred 
years  ago,  but  that  no  legislature  of  Canada  has  power  to  repeal 
any  restrictive  legislation,  and  that  any  restrictive  legislation  of 
that  kind  is  beyond  the  competency  of  a  provincial  legislature. 
Why,  we  heard  last  night  the  singular  statement  that  a  provincial 
legislature  has  only  a  derived  or  delegated  authority.  I  deny  that 
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statement  as  explicitly  as  it  is  courteous  to  deny  any  statement 
made  by  any  honourable  member  of  this  house.  I  go  further  and  I 
say  that,  within  the  limits  of  its  authority,  and  subject  only  to  the 
power  of  disallowance,  a  provincial  legislature  is  as  absolute  as  is 
the  Imperial  parliament  itself.  The  Imperial  parliament  is  not  re¬ 
stricted  as  to  the  subjects  over  which  it  can  legislate,  the  provincial 
legislatures  are  restricted  in  regard  to  the  subjects  on  which  they 
can  legislate,  but  in  legislating  upon  these  subjects  a  provincial 
legislature  has  all  the  rights  which  it  is  possible  for  the  Imperial 
parliament  to  confer.  I  say  more  :  I  say  that  a  provincial  legis¬ 
lature,  legislating  upon  subjects  which  are  given  to  it  by  the  British 
N orth  America  act,  has  the  power  to  repeal  an  Imperial  statute  in 
so  far  as  it  interferes  with  its  control  over  those  subjects.  That 
while  there  was  an  apparent  restriction,  by  the  one  hundred  and 
twenty-ninth  section  of  the  British  North  America  act,  to  a  repeal 
or  modification  of  an  Imperial  act  by  colonial  legislation,  we  have 
had — since  the  passing  of  this  act — three  decisions  of  the  judicial 
committee  declaring  the  right  of  a  provincial  legislature — within 
matters  of  its  control — to  repeal  a  statute  of  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment,  viz.  Harris  v.  Davies, k  Powell  v.  Apollo  Candle  Company,1 
and  Hodge  v.  The  Queen. m  In  the  last-named  case  the  judgment 
said  : — - 

It  appears  to  their  lordships,  however,  that  the  objection  thus  raised 
by  the  appellants  is  founded  on  an  entire  misconception  of  the  true  cha¬ 
racter  and  position  of  the  provincial  legislatures.  They  are  in  no  sense 
delegates  of  or  acting  under  any  mandate  from  the  Imperial  parliament. 
When  the  British  North  America  act  enacted  that  there  should  be  a  legis¬ 
lature  for  Ontario,  and  that  its  legislative  assembly  should  have  exclusive 
authority  to  make  laws  for  the  province  and  for  provincial  purposes  in 
relation  to  the  matters  enumerated  in  section  92,  it  conferred  powers, 
not  in  any  sense  to  be  exercised  by  delegation  from  or  as  agents  of  the 
Imperial  parliament,  but  authority  as  plenary  and  as  ample  within  the 
limits  prescribed  by  section  92,  as  the  Imperial  parliament  in  the  plenitude 
of  its  power  possessed  or  could  bestow.  Within  these  limits  of  subjects  and 
areas  the  local  legislature  is  supreme,  and  has  the  same  authority  as  the 
Imperial  parliament. 

W  ell,  sir,  later  on  we  had  the  not  forgotten  case  of  The  Queen 
against  Riel  before  the  privy  council,  in  which  this  state  of  affairs 
was  shown.  There  had  been  three  Imperial  statutes  passed  ex¬ 
pressly  for  the  regulation  of  the  trial  of  offences  in  Rupert’s  Land, 
now  known  as  the  North-west  Territories.  The  statutes  of  Canada 
contained  provisions  repugnant  to  those,  and  on  the  appeal  to  the 

k  10  L.  R.  Appeals,  279.  1  lb.  p.  282. 

m  9  L.  R.  Appeals,  117. 
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privy  council  it  was  decided  that  the  parliament  of  Canada  had  the 
power  to  pass  legislation  changing  those  statutes  and  repealing  them 
if  necessary.  I  infer  from  this  that  in  touching  on  a  question  of 
religious  liberty,  which  is  surely  a  civil  right  of  the  people  of  the 
province,  the  provincial  legislature  is  untrammelled  in  the  exercise 
of  its  power  by  the  Imperial  legislation  of  centuries  ago.  I  say, 
therefore,  that  even  though  it  can  be  contended  that  this  statute 
was  in  any  degree  a  derogation  from  the  restrictions  of  the  supre¬ 
macy  act — from  the  oppressive  restrictions  of  the  supremacy  act — 
and  if  it  should  be  seriously  decided  that  the  supremacy  act  prevails 
in  British  North  America,  that  we  have  no  freedom  of  religion, 
that  no  man  has  a  right  to  dissent  from  the  church  of  England, 
that  no  man  has  a  right  to  exercise  the  catholic  religion,  that  no 
man  has  a  right  to  exercise  submission  to  a  superior,  whether  that 
superior  be  the  president  of  a  conference,  the  moderator  of  an 
assembly,  or  the  first  bishop  of  his  church — then,  I  say,  the  first 
duty  of  this  house,  the  first  duty  of  every  legislature  in  the  pro¬ 
vinces  of  Canada,  would  be  to  declare  that  we  have  in  this  nine¬ 
teenth  century  the  rights  of  freemen  and  the  rights  of  religious 
liberty  according  to  our  consciences,  and  to  say  that  that  act,  three 
hundred  years  old,  and  for  two  hundred  years  and  upwards  ignored 
in  the  United  Kingdom,  shall  not  restrict  the  people  of  these  pro¬ 
vinces  in  their  right  of  belief  and  freedom  of  worship,  and  their 
right  under  the  British  North  America  act  to  have  a  constitution 
similar  in  form  to  that  which  our  fellow-subjects  in  the  United 
Kingdom  enjoy.’ 

The  minister  then  reviewed  the  successive  legislation  in  Canada 
in  support  of  this  policy. 

‘  Again  addressing  myself  to  the  argument  that  it  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  for  us  in  British  North  America  to  be  more  restrictive  as 
regards  the  rights  and  powers  of  the  Crown  than  the  Crown  has 
been  in  England,  let  me  call  the  attention  of  the  house  to  the  fact 
that  eighty  years  ago,  in  the  heart  of  England,  a  magnificent  insti¬ 
tution  of  learning  was  placed  under  the  control  of  this  same  01  dei , 
in  which  they  have  been  carrying  on  every  year  since  the  education 
of  hundreds  of  English  youths,  and  that  that  institution  at  Stoney- 
hurst  has  been  added  to  by  institutions  all  over  England.  .  Are  we 
to  say  that  the  act  of  supremacy,  the  keen  edge  of  which  is  not  to 
be  applied  in  Great  Britain,  or  that  the  prohibitory  legislation  with 
regard  to  the  Jesuit  order,  which  is  not  to  be  applied  m  Great 
Britain,  must  be  applied  to  one  section  of  the  people  in  British 
North  America,  and  applied  under  our  federal  system  by  the 
arbitrary  power  of  disallowance  with  which  his  excellency  is  en¬ 
trusted  1  .  .  . 
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‘  The  greatest  writer  on  the  subject  of  criminal  law  which  the 
country  has  produced,  Sir  Fitzjames  Stephen,  has  put  the  question 
in  two  paragraphs,  and  his  authority  upon  it  will  not  be  denied  ; 
the  acceptability  of  his  sentiments  with  regard  to  the  United 
Kingdom  will  not  be  questioned  ;  and  he  says  this 

For  two  hundred  years  government  has  been  carried  on — 

and  he  is  speaking  of  government  in  the  United  Kingdom — 

—without  prejudice  to  differences  of  opinion  which  in  various  times  were 
regarded  as  altogether  fundamental. 

For  the  last  two  hundred  years  in  England,  I  venture  to  say, 
government  could  not  have  been  carried  on  if  it  had  not  been  by 
practically  ignoring  legislation  which  previously  was  levelled  at 
differences  of  opinion  which  were  considered  altogether  funda¬ 
mental.  ...  I  have  referred  to  the  statement  of  Sir  Fitzjames 
Stephen  as  to  the  value  of  this  legislation  to  England,  and  I  will 
cite  another  passage  which,  for  its  terseness  and  its  force,  is  worthy 
the  attention  of  honourable  gentlemen.  He  says,  referring  to  the 
legislation  against  the  Jesuits  in  the  year  of  George  IV.  : _ 

These  powers,  I  believe,  have  been  considered,  ever  since  they  were 
passed,  as  an  absolutely  dead  letter.  Our  ancestors  walked  in  darkness, 
and  we  have  solved  the  problem  which  was  too  hard  for  them,  by  recog¬ 
nising  liberty  of  conscience  as  a  principle  of  universal  application. 

Referring  to  the  statement  advanced  in  favour  of  disallowance  of 
the  act  on  the  ground  that  it  misappropriated  the  property  it  related 
to,  the  minister  gave  it  as  his  opinion  that  there  was  nothing  in  it 
to  sustain  such  an  argument,  as  the  provincial  legislature  had  all 
along  ample  power  of  sale,  and  the  act  made  no  change  as  to  what 
might  be  done  with  the  property  or  money,  for  ‘  The  last  clause  of 
the  act  provides  that  when  these  properties  are  sold,  they  are  to  be 
subject  to  the  disposition  of  the  legislature.  Are  we  to  infer  and  to 
advise  disallowance  on  the  ground  of  that  inference,  that  the  legis¬ 
lature  of  the  province  is  going  to  betray  its  trust  with  regard  to  any 
property,  when  it  has  never  made  that  declaration  or  never  sought 
power  to  desert  the  trust  ?  I  will  tell  the  house  what  is  the  absolute 
fact  on  this  point  :  That  the  minority  in  the  province  of  Quebec, 
that  those  interested  in  higher  education,  that  those  interested 
m  any  way  in  the  execution  of  the  trust,  have  not  suffered 
one  wlut  or  jot  by  the  passage  of  the  act.  The  fact  has  been 
that  the  revenue  from  those  estates  has  been  paid  from  year  to 
year  into  the  consolidated  revenue  fund  and  not  into  the  fund  for 
higher  education.  The  fact  is  likewise  that  the  proceeds  of  larce 
portions  of  that  property  which  have  already  been  sold  have  from 
year  to  year,  been  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  consolidated  revenue, 
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and  spent  for  the  general  purposes  of  the  province.  From  year  to  Jesuit 
year,  the  provincial  legislature,  not  out  of  the  revenues  of  the  Jesuits’  Estate 

estates  or  the  proceeds  of  the  J esuits’  estates,  which  were  too  small  Ac_^ _ 

for  that  purpose,  but  out  of  its  consolidated  revenue,  has  made  Sir  John 
ample  provision  for  the  higher  education  of  the  province  ;  and  after  Thomp-; 
the  argument  made  this  afternoon  about  the  way  in  which  the  son' 
minority  would  be  prejudiced,  and  the  supineness  of  the  minority  in 
submitting,  as  it  was  said  they  would  be  willing  to  submit,  to  this 
legislation,  and  the  breach  of  trust  which  was  apparent  on  the  act 
itself,  in  the  diversion  of  the  only  fund  that  exists  for  the  higher  edu¬ 
cation  of  the  province,  the  house  will  be  surprised  to  learn  that  from 
year  to  year — I  speak  in  general  terms — the  allowance  in  the  pro¬ 
vince  of  Quebec  for  the  higher  education  made  out  of  the  consoli. 
dated  revenue  fund  has  been,  on  an  average,  more  than  three  times 
the  annual  proceeds  of  the  J  esuits’  estates.  .  .  .  And  when  I  have 
reminded  the  hon.  gentleman  that  it  is  not  a  question  of  trust,  that 
there  is  no  diversion  of  trust  by  the  authority  of  that  act,  and  that 
these  estates  have  not  been  the  source  from  which  higher  education 
has  been  supported,  I  think  he  will  be  almost  inclined  to  agree  with 
me  that  I  was  right  after  all  in  saying  this  was  a  fiscal  matter  within 
the  control  of  the  province.  But  this  is  not  the  first  time,  although 
it  is  the  first  time  this  excitement  has  been  raised  with  regard  to 
it,  that  this  body  of  persons,  who  have  been  spoken  of  so  severely  in 
this  debate,  have  been  dealt  with  by  the  province  of  Quebec.  I 
have  in  my  possession  a  list  extending  back  over  fifteen  years  of 
appropriations  in  the  supply  bills  made  by  the  legislature  of  Quebec 
to  support  the  higher  education  carried  on  by  this  society  within 
that  province,  and,  according  to  the  statement  we  have  heard  this 
afternoon,  all  that  has  been  unconstitutional,  and  every  one  of  these 
supply  bills  ought  to  have  been  disallowed,  because,  forsooth,  they 
were  ignoring  the  distinction  between  church  and  state.  I  think  it 
is  rather  late  to  treat  this  question  as  anything  other  than  a  fiscal 
question,  and  that  the  difference  between  the  supply  bills  in  all  those 
fifteen  years  and  the  act  which  is  now  being  discussed  is  simply  a 
question  of  degree  and  of  amount.  .  .  .  The  reason  why,  as  I  pre¬ 
sume,  the  restriction  has  been  imposed  in  regard  to  the  60,000  dols., 
and  not  in  regard  to  the  400,000  dols.,  is  that  the  60,000  dols.  is 
voted  for  educational  purposes  purely  and  simply,  and  while  the 
400,000  dols.  has  every  prospect  of  being  so  applied,  because  it  is  voted 
to  a  body  whose  business  it  is  to  teach,  still  it  is  paid  to  them  in  extinc¬ 
tion  of  a  claim  which  they  had  made  to  a  part  of  the  public  domain 
of  the  province.  But  we  were  told,  and  this  is  the  last  argument 
used  by  my  hon.  friend  from  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  but  one 
to  which  I  intend  to  advert,  that  the  grant  of  money  to  this  corpo- 


506  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Jesuit 

Estate 

Act. 


Sir  John 
Thomp¬ 
son. 


ration  was  a  church  endowment  which  violated  the  principles  of 
the  separation  of  church  and  state  in  this  country.  J  pass  by  at 
this  moment  the  position  which  any  church  occupies  in  this  country. 
I  do  not  intend  to  discuss  how  far,  in  any  portion  of  the  country, 
any  church  may  be  considered  as  established ;  but  I  do  say  that  it 
passes  the  power  of  ingenuity  to  show  that  the  grant  of  money  to  a 
corporation  of  teachers  and  preachers  is  the  endowment  of  a  church 
in  Canada.  It  is  true  that  a  church  may  be  a  society  of  preachers 
and  teachers,  but  this  society  is  not  a  church,  and  in  the  most  illogi¬ 
cal  way  in  which  a  fallacy  could  be  put  on  paper,  this  resolution 
asks  the  house  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  because  a  society  in¬ 
corporated  under  a  statute  of  the  province  and  employed  in  preach¬ 
ing  and  teaching  the  tenets  of  a  certain  religion  receives  a  grant  of 
money,  that  is  the  endowment  of  a  church  within  the  province.  I 
venture  to  say  that  there  is  no  one  in  this  country  who  knows  the 
facts  upon  which  that  resolution  is  based  and  who  reads  that  resolu¬ 
tion  but  must  be  surprised  that  it  should  receive  the  support,  as  it 
has  done,  of  able  and  intelligent  men  in  this  house.  Let  me  say  to 
my  hon.  friend  from  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy)  that  this  is  no  more 
the  endowment  of  a  church,  and  that  it  is  no  more  an  interference 
with  the  separation  of  church  and  state  in  this  country  than  would  be 
the  endowment  of  a  hospital  or  an  orphanage  or  an  asylum  which  was 
under  the  care  of  a  religious  organisation.  We  all  cherish  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  there  should  be  no  church  control  over  the  state  in  any 
part  of  this  country,  but  my  hon.  friend  proposes  something  worse 
than  that.  He  proposes  that  we  shall  step  into  the  domain  of  a 
provincial  legislature,  and  shall  say  that  no  provincial  legislature 
shall  have  the  power  to  vote  any  money  to  any  institution  if  it  par¬ 
takes  of  a  religious  character.  It  may  profess  any  other  kind  of 
principle.  It  may  profess  any  objectionable  principle,  and  it  is 
lawful  to  endow  it,  but,  if  it  professes  the  Christian  character,  it  is, 
forsooth,  unconstitutional  to  allow  such  an  act  to  go  into  opera¬ 
tion.  ...  I  think  that  whenever  we  touch  these  delicate  and  diffi¬ 
cult  questions  which  are  in  any  way  connected  with  the  sentiments 
of  religion,  or  of  race,  or  of  education,  there  are  two  principles  which 
it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  maintain,  for  the  sake  of  the  living 
together  of  the  different  members  of  this  confederation,  for  the  sake 
of  the  preservation  of  the  federal  power,  for  the  sake  of  the  good¬ 
will  and  kindly  charity  of  all  our  people  towards  each  other,  and  for 
the  sake  of  the  prospects  of  making  a  nation,  as  we  can  only  do  by 
living  in  harmony  and  ignoring  those  differences  which  used  to  be 
considered  fundamental — these  two  principles  surely  must  prevail, 
that  as  regards  theological  questions  the  state  must  have  nothing  to 
do  with  them,  and  that  as  regards  the  control  which  the  federal 
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power  can  exercise  over  provincial  legislatures  in  matters  touching 
the  freedom  of  its  people,  the  religion  of  its  people,  the  appropriations 
of  its  people  or  the  sentiments  of  its  people,  no  section  of  this 
country,  whether  it  be  the  great  province  of  Quebec  or  the  humblest 
and  smallest  province  of  this  country,  can  be  governed  on  the  fashion 
of  300  years  ago.’ 

In  support  of  the  government  on  this  question  by  a  leading  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  liberals,11  it  was  contended  that  the  motion  to  disallow 
the  act  in  the  name  of  tolerance  was  a  demand  for  intolerance, 
‘  laden  with  mischief  because  it  mingles  religious  prejudices  and 
religious  animosities  with  the  consideration  of  the  question.  .  .  . 
We  have  in  this  motion  simply  the  question  of  the  right  of  local 
self-government  on  the  one  side,  and  the  assertion  of  a  meddle¬ 
some  interference  and  oversight  on  the  other.  We  have  in  this 
motion  a  proposition  to  set  aside  the  judgment  of  a  province  upon 
a  question  within  its  own  jurisdiction,  and  to  replace  that  judgment 
with  that  of  a  majority  of  the  people,  or  a  section  of  the  people,  in 
another  province.  I  do  not  think  we  can  permit  any  such  course 
to  be  adopted.  If  we  were  to  do  so,  it  would  be  practically  an  end 
to  the  system  of  federal  government.’ 

That  in  stating  the  doctrines  of  hundreds  of  years  ago,  it  was 
necessary  to  take  into  consideration  the  circumstances  under  which 
they  were  arrived  at,  else  it  was  misleading.  ‘  Society  has  under¬ 
gone  great  changes,  and  that  what  was  regarded  as  right  and  proper 
at  that  period  would  be  a  wholly  improper  thing  to-day.  Toleration 
is  of  later  growth  ;  toleration  grew  as  the  state  authority  was 
contracted.’ 

The  argument  of  the  member  who  introduced  the  question  under 
discussion,  that  this  house  regards  the  power  of  disallowing  the 
acts  of  the  legislative  assemblies  as  a  prerogative  essential  to  the 
national  existence  of  the  dominion,  was  not  borne  out  by  the 
United  States  form  of  government,  which  had  a  national  exist¬ 
ence  of  113  years  standing,  and  yet  by  its  constitution  the  president 
had  no  power  to  veto  a  state  law,  it  resting  with  the  courts  to 
declare  legislation  ultra  vires.  Our  constitution  being  similar  in 
principle  to  that  of  the  United  Kingdom,  where  there  is  no  federal 
organisation,  we  enjoy  with  it  responsible  government,  having  a 
certain  sphere  of  exclusive  action  assigned  to  local  legislatures,  and 
another  assigned  to  the  federal  parliament.  Where  the  local 
government  have  a  right  to  go  to  the  country  on  a  public  question, 
the  federal  house  cannot  be  a  proper  tribunal  to  decide.  ‘  If  you 
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have  local  self-government  conferred  upon  the  people  of  the  dif¬ 
ferent  provinces,  it  is  clear  that  the  electors  of  those  provinces, 
within  their  constitutional  authority,  are  the  ultimate  court  of 
appeal  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  whether  the  political  course  of 
their  government  is  what  it  should  be.  They  are  the  proper  parties, 
and  they  alone.  It  is  not  to  the  hon.  gentlemen  on  the  treasury 
benches,  but  it  is  to  the  electors  that  the  local  legislatures  are 
responsible  for  their  acts  within  constitutional  limits  ;  and  while 
they  keep  themselves  within  those  constitutional  limits,  I  hold  that 
we  have  not,  according  to  the  spirit  of  our  constitution,  a  whit  more 
right  to  interfere — to  use  this  prerogative  for  the  purpose  of  dis¬ 
allowing  their  acts — than  we  would  have  to  interfere  with  the  acts 
of  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  New  York.  They  are  a  distinct 
political  entity  for  all  the  purposes  for  which  exclusive  power  is 
given  to  them  ;  they  are  constitutionally  beyond  the  control  of  this 
government  and  this  parliament  ;  if  they  have  acted  wisely,  their 
own  electors  will  sustain  them  ;  if,  in  the  judgment  of  the  electors, 
they  have  acted  unwisely,  they  will  condemn  them,  and  will  send  to 
parliament  representatives  who  will  repeal  the  law.  .  .  . 

‘  What  would  we  say  in  this  house  if  the  Imperial  government 
were  to  interfere  in  any  question  wholly  within  the  purview  of  our 
authority?  Would  wd  submit  to  that  interference?  You  would 
have  the  whole  country  aroused  ;  you  would  have  it  declared  that 
we  would  not  submit  to  the  meddlesome  interference  of  Downing 
Street;  you  would  have  the  whole  question  about  parliamentary 
government  revived  again.  I  say  that  what  would  be  improper  to 
be  done  by  the  Imperial  parliament  against  us  would  be  improper  to 
be  done  by  us  against  the  local  legislatures.’  When,  in  1875  and 
1877,  an  effort  was  made  in  this  house  to  disallow  the  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  and  Prince  Edward  Island  school  bills,  on  the  ground  that 
injustice  had  been  done  the  Homan  catholics  of  those  provinces,  the 
government  of  the  day  refused  to  interfere,  because  it  was  considered 
that  the  legislation  was  wholly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  those  pro¬ 
vinces.  A  measure  that  was  then  declined  the  Roman  catholics 
could  not  now  consistently  be  adopted  against  them.  ‘  If  the 
government  were  completely  federal,  there  would  be  no  power  of 
disallowance,  and  I  have  always  been  of  opinion  that  the  power  to 
disallow  was  an  unfortunate  provision  of  our  constitution.  I  have 
always  been  of  opinion  that  it  would  have  been,  on  the  whole,  very 
much  better  to  have  left  the  question,  as  in  the  neighbouring 
republic,  entirely  to  the  courts,  rather  than  take  the  risk  of  the  pres¬ 
sure  which  may  be  brought  on  an  administration,  from  time  to  time, 
to  interfere  in  a  way  detrimental  to  the  rights  of  the  provinces.’ 

After  reviewing  the  question  of  legal  title  to  the  estates  the 
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speaker  referred  to  the  argument  advanced  by  the  other  side,  that  in 
making  payment  to  a  church,  no  matter  if  it  be  merely  the  discharge 
of  a  claim  rightfully  due,  it  served  to  establish  a  connexion  between 
church  and  state.  On  this  point  he  reminded  the  house  that  by  the 
act  of  the  clergy  reserves,  passed  in  1854,°  provision  was  made  for 
the  existing  life  interest  of  persons  in  the  fund.  By  this  act,  which 
was  to  effect  the  entire  separation  of  church  and  state,  compensation 
was  secured  to  ministers  who  had  been  the  recipients  of  stipends 
from  it.  The  government  at  the  time  declined  to  assume  the 
responsibility  of  paying  these  moneys  to  the  persons  concerned,  but 
negotiated  with  the  bishop  of  the  church  of  England  and  the  heads 
of  other  denominations,  whereby  settlement  of  the  commutation  was 
arranged  Avith  the  respective  churches.  ‘And  that  very  act,  under 
which  the  money  was  paid  and  which  was  declared  to  be  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  an  end  to  the  connexion  between  church  and 
state,  upon  the  theory  of  the  member  for  North  Simcoe,  actually 
established  connexion  between  church  and  state.  Then  there  is 
another  consideration.  So  far  as  I  remember  the  provisions  of  that 
act,  the  right  hon.  gentleman  made  its  provisions  depend  upon  the 
successful  carrying  out  of  the  arrangement  by  those  parties  who  were 
interested  in  the  matter.  If  it  was  treason  for  Mr.  Mercier,  and 
contrary  to  the  act  of  supremacy,  to  enter  into  discussions  with  any 
outside  person  as  to  the  settlement  of  the  disputes  in  regard  to  the 
Jesuit  matter,  was  it  not  equally  improper  to  enter  into  a  commuta¬ 
tion  arrangement  Avith  a  party  Avho  was  not  a  member  of  parliament, 
Avho  had  not  a  seat  in  parliament,  and  Avas  not  in  any  sense  a  repre¬ 
sentative  ?  ’ 

On  the  point  of  the  violation  of  the  supremacy  act  in  appealing 
to  the  Pope,  Roman  catholics  in  this  country  had  a  perfect  right  to  do 
so,  according  to  an  opinion  expressed  by  Lord  Selborne  in  1874  : — 

That  statute  is  not  understood  to  make  it  an  offence  at  law  for  Roman 
catholics,  in  this  country  or  in  Ireland,  to  carry  appeals  to  the  Pope.  The 
Pope  is  a  sort  of  arbitrator,  taking  a  legal  view  of  their  position,  whom 
they  may  consult  upon  the  question.11 

After  revieAving  the  subject  of  appeals  to  Rome  the  speaker 
adds  :  ‘Now,  Quebec  received  its  laAv  from  the  king,  subject  to  the 
terms  granted  in  the  capitulation.  There  Avas  no  statute  of  Elizabeth 
in  force,  and  that  statute  was  not  carried  to  any  one  of  the  colonies. 
I  might  quote  the  vieAV  of  Lord  Mansfield,  whose  authority  is  un¬ 
questioned  both  in  judicial  decisions,  and  in  a  letter  addressed  to 
Mr.  Grenville,  the  prime  minister,  in  1764,  in  which  he  says  that 
the  penal  laws  of  the  United  Kingdom  are  never  carried  to  a  colony 
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as  part  of  the  common  law  they  take  with  them.  If  that  is  so  in  a 
colony  settled  by  the  people  of  England,  it  is  much  more  so  in  the 
case  of  a  colony  that  is  secured  by  conquest.  Such  a  law  cannot 
operate,  as  the  hon.  the  minister  of  justice  pointed  out  last  evening, 
unless  it  would  be  by  the  abrogation  of  all  those  rights  that  were 
ceded  by  capitulation  and  contained  in  the  treaty  of  1763.  Now, 
we  have  in  the  act  14  George  III.  chap.  83,  this  provision  : — 

For  the  more  perfect  security  and  ease  of  the  minds  of  the  inhabitants 
of  the  said  province,  it  is  hereby  declared,  that  his  Majesty’s  subjects  pro¬ 
fessing  the  religion  of  the  church  of  Rome,  of  and  in  the  said  province  of 
Quebec,  may  have,  hold,  and  enjoy  the  free  exercise  of  the  religion  of  the 
church  of  Rome,  subject  to  the  king’s  supremacy,  declared  and  established 
by  an  act  made  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  over  all 
the  dominions  and  countries  which  then  did,  or  thereafter  should  belong 
to  the  Imperial  Crown  of  this  realm  ;  and  that  the  clergy  of  the  said  church 
may  hold,  receive  and  enjoy  their  accustomed  dues  and  rights  with 
respect  to  such  persons  only  as  shall  profess  the  said  religion. 

‘  The  whole  act  of  Elizabeth  is  not  introduced  by  this,  but  only 
those  provisions,  I  think  sections  7  and  8,  which  relate  solely  to  the 
question  of  the  sovereign’s  supremacy,  and  that  supremacy  is  not 
affected,  as  Lord  Selborne  points  out,  by  an  appeal  to  the  Pope  as 
the  spiritual  head  of  the  Roman  catholic  church,  who,  in  deciding 
questions  relating  to  the  church  over  which  he  has  jurisdiction  not 
incompatible  with  the  civil  law,  acts  as  a  moral  arbitrator.  Of 
course,  the  position  of  the  Roman  catholic  church  in  the  province  of 
Quebec  is  not  altogether  that  of  a  voluntary  association  ;  it  has 
certain  connexions  with  the  state.  It  is  not  true  that  we  have  an 
entire  separation  between  church  and  state  in  all  the  provinces  of  this 
dominion.  The  Roman  catholic  church  in  the  province  of  Quebec  occu¬ 
pies  a  somewhat  anomalous  position.  Under  the  Quebec  act  and  ever 
since,  that  church  has  been  allowed  to  collect  tithes  from  its  members, 
but  not  from  members  of  other  religious  persuasions.  The  collection 
of  those  tithes,  for  the  purposes  mentioned,  imposes  on  the  church 
certain  obligations,’  which  may  be  enforced  by  the  courts.  ‘  And  so 
far,  on  account  of  its  special  rights,  making  it  to  a  limited  extent  a 
state  church,  it  has  imposed  upon  it  certain  obligations,  and  so  far 
these  may  be  brought  before  the  ordinary  civil  tribunals  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  their  enforcement.  But  beyond  this  there  is  no  connexion  ; 
beyond  this  it  is  purely  a  voluntary  association,  and  it  has  the 
same  right  of  appeal  to  the  Pope  as  the  spiritual  head  of  the  church 
that  any  other  church  would  have  to  appeal  to  the  constituted 
authority  of  that  church.  .  .  .  There  is  nothing,  in  my  judgment, 
more  mischievous  than  to  undertake  to  pass  judgment  upon  the 
religious  opinions  of  any  portion  of  the  community  in  a  popular 
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assembly,  and  make  those  opinions  the  pretext  for  withholding  rights  Jesuit 
and  for  imposing  disabilities.  ...  I  believe  that  the  more  clearly  Estate 

the  line  of  separation  is  drawn  between  church  and  state,  the  better  J  _ 

it  will  be  for  all  classes  in  this  country,  but  I  admit  that  I  am  unable  to  Hon. 
interfere  or  to  assist  in  drawing  that  line  in  any  province  except  in  the  E^id 
province  of  which  I  am  a  member.  I  have  the  right  to  exercise  my 
privilege  as  an  elector,  and  if  the  policy  that  has  been  carried  out  is 
one  that  I  think  detrimental  to  the  public  interest,  I  may,  in  that 
capacity,  oppose  it ;  but  I  have  no  right,  from  my  place  in  this  house, 
to  undertake  to  do  for  the  people  of  another  province  what  I  can 
only  do  legitimately  in  my  own  province,  as  an  elector  of  that  pro¬ 
vince.  And  so,  the  more  clearly  we  have  impressed  upon  our  minds 
the  fact  that  each  province  must  take  care  of  itself,  that  it  must 
entirely  separate  the  church  from  the  state  for  itself,  that  with  that 
we  have  nothing  to  do,  that,  except  by  usurpation,  we  cannot  interfere, 
the  sooner  we  can  have  clearly  impressed  upon  our  minds  this  line 
of  action,  and  the  more  steadily  we  adhere  to  it,  the  better  it  will  be 
for  all  parties  concerned.’ 

At  the  close  of  the  discussion  the  amendment  was  put  and  lost 
on  division  ;  the  vote  standing,  yeas  13,  and  nays  I88/1 

The  foregoing  precedents  establish  the  principle  that 
no  interference  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  with  the  action 
of  provincial  authorities  in  Canada,  upon  any  question 
exclusively  within  their  legislative  competence,  would 
be  accounted  as  justifiable,  or  would  be  approved  by 
the  Imperial  government,  unless  under  very  special  and 
extraordinary  circumstances,  which  could  scarcely  be 
anticipated  or  possibly  be  defined  beforehand. 

The  supervisory  control  of  the  Crown  over  all  acts  Jurisdic- 
of  legislation  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  constituted  dominion 
authorities  in  any  province  which  forms  a  part  of  the 
dominion  of  Canada,  has  been  delegated  to  and  is  now  ties, 
solely  exercised  by  the  governor- general  in  council ; 
that  is  to  say,  by  the  governor-general  acting  under  the 
advice  of  ministers  responsible  to  the  dominion  house 


0  Jour.  H.  of  Com.  Canada,  1889,  140,000  dots.;  and  the  balance  went 
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of  commons.  It  is  to  this  tribunal  that  appeal  should 
be  made  for  the  disallowance  of  provincial  enact¬ 
ments. 

Appeals  On  the  other  hand,  the  redress  of  grievances  arising 

ofgriev-  out  of  the  operation  of  provincial  laws  can  only  be 
ances.  constitutionally  afforded  by  the  provincial  legislatures 
by  which  such  laws  have  been  enacted  ;  except  in  cases 
wherein  the  acts  complained  of  have  been  unlawfully 
passed,  or  are  open  to  objection  upon  grounds  that 
would  justify  the  interference  of  the  governor-general 
in  council,  or  the  dominion  parliament,  with  the  same. 

It  is  true  that  every  British  subject  retains  the  right 
to  petition  the  Queen  in  council  for  reparation  of  in¬ 
juries,  whether  they  be  real  or  imaginary,  and  that  the 
prerogative  right  of  the  Crown  to  interpose,  at  least  to 
the  extent  of  recommendations  or  suggestions  to  any 
subordinate  or  inferior  government  or  legislature 
throughout  the  empire,  remains  unimpaired,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  concession  thereto  of  local  self-government. 
Moreover,  in  the  precedents  which  illustrate  this  portion 
of  our  inquiry,  we  observe  repeated  instances  wherein 
appeals  have  been  made,  as  well  by  the  dominion  as  by 
the  provincial  authorities  in  Canada,  to  her  Majesty’s 
government  to  interfere  for  the  promotion  of  harmony, 
or  for  the  settlement  of  disputes,  between  conflicting- 
jurisdictions.  But  in  all  such  cases  the  principle  is 
affirmed,  that  no  interposition  to  the  detriment,  in  any 
degree,  of  the  established  principle  of  self-government 
in  matters  of  local  concern  would  be  permitted  or 
approved,  whether  on  the  part  of  the  Imperial  or 
dominion  governments,  in  their  several  and  appropriate 
spheres  of  action,  in  matters  within  the  acknowledged 
competency  of  either  tribunal.  This  broad  principle 
admits  of  but  one  exception ;  namely,  a  reserved  right 
of  interference  by  the  Crown  itself,  under  exceptional 
and  undefinable  circumstances  and  as  a  last  resort,  or 
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at  tlie  formal  request  of  persons  or  of  the  particular 
governments  concerned.1' 

The  following  precedent  is  in  point  in  this  connec¬ 
tion  : — 

In  1875,  Mr.  G.  H.  Hyland  petitioned  the  governor-general, 
complaining  of  a  bill  then  pending  in  the  Quebec  legislature,  and 
that  afterwards  became  law,  to  sub-divide  the  registry  office  for  the 
registration  of  Montreal  into  three  divisions.  This  bill,  he  alleged, 
was  to  the  detriment  of  his  vested  rights  and  interests  in  respect  to 
the  registrarship  of  Montreal,  which  had  been  conferred  upon  him, 
by  the  Imperial  government,  in  lieu  of  a  patent  office  formerly  held 
by  him  under  the  Crown  in  Canada.  Certain  inhabitants  of  Mon¬ 
treal  likewise  petitioned  the  governor-general  for  the  disallowance 
of  this  statute. 

These  petitions  were  referred  to  the  minister  of  justice,  who 
recommended  that  the  provincial  legislature  of  Quebec  should  be 
invited  to  give  further  consideration  to  Mr.  Hyland’s  just  claims, 
before  the  question  of  disallowing  this  act  should  be  entertained. 
The  lieutenant-governor  of  Quebec,  in  reply  to  this  suggestion, 
declared  that  these  claims  had  been  thoroughly  examined ;  and  that 
it  behoved  Mr.  Hyland  to  address  any  remonstrance  he  desired  to 
make  thereupon  to  the  provincial  legislature,  which  had  acted  within 
its  constitutional  limits  in  passing  this  law.  Consideration  for  its 
own  dignity  and  rights  would  not  permit  of  the  question  of  repealing 
the  act  being  entertained  by  that  body  ;  but  the  provincial  govern¬ 
ment  were  disposed  to  accord  full  and  entire  justice  to  Mr.  Ryland, 
and  to  fulfil  all  their  obligations  to  him.  The  dominion  govern¬ 
ment,  satisfied  with  these  assurances,  and  recognising  that  it  was 
for  the  local  government  to  decide  upon  the  merits  of  the  case, 
recommended  that  the  act  should  not  be  disallowed.  Upon  being- 
informed  of  this  decision,  Mr.  Ryland  protested  against  it,  as  over¬ 
riding  and  nullifying  the  authority  of  the  British  Crown  in  Canada.5* 
He  afterwards  reiterated  his  conviction  that  the  promises  of  the 
Quebec  government  to  satisfy  his  just  claims  were  illusory,  and 
intentionally  deceptive,  inasmuch  as  no  compensation  had  been 
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granted  him  and  no  further  inquiry  made  since  the  passing  of  the 
act.  In  remonstrating  against  the  treatment  he  had  received  in 
Canada,  Mr.  Ryland  informed  the  secretary  of  state  that  he 
appealed  to  the  Imperial  government  to  secure  to  him  the  full 
amount  of  compensation  heretofore  acknowledged  to  be  his  rightful 
due,  a  moiety  of  which  had  been  already  paid  him  by  the  Crown, 
with  the  understanding  that  the  Canadian  government  should  be 
appealed  to  for  the  balance.  In  reply,  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach,  in  a 
despatch  dated  February  4,  1879,  stated  that  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment  declined  to  reopen  the  case,  and  could  neither  ask  the  Imperial 
parliament  or  invite  the  dominion  parliament  to  grant  further  com¬ 
pensation  to  Mr.  Ryland.  He  must  seek  the  redress  of  his  grievance 
in  Canada,  from  whence  must  come  any  further  relief  to  which  he 
might  be  entitled.  In  this  and  the  following  years  Mr.  Ryland 
,  continued  to  forward  additional  remonstrances  to  the  secretary  of 
state,  but  did  not  succeed  in  inducing  him  to  alter  his  determi¬ 
nation.  * 

A  similar  principle  was  laid  down  by  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach  in 
1879,  upon  the  appeal  of  an  individual  who  had  been  dismissed 
from  office  in  New  Zealand,  that  ‘the  matter  was  entirely  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  colonial  government.’ u 

Let  ns  now  inquire  into  the  constitutional  practice, 
authoritatively  established  in  Canada,  to  regulate  the 
exercise  by  the  governor-general  in  council  of  that 
supervision  and  control  over  provincial  legislation  which 
has  been  assigned  to  the  dominion  government  by  the 
British  North  America  act. 

Upon  the  first  occasion  wherein  the  acts  passed  by 
the  legislatures  of  the  Canadian  provinces  came  under 
the  review  of  the  central  government,  the  dominion 
minister  of  justice,  in  a  report  to  the  privy  council  for 
Canada,  dated  June  8,  1868,  submitted  the  following 
rules  for  adoption  on  this  subject : — 

That  while,  under  the  present  constitution  of  Canada, 
the  general  government  will  be  called  upon  to  consider 
the  propriety  of  the  allowance  or  disallowance  of  pro- 


4  See  three  pamphlets  on  Mr.  u  N.  Z.  Pari.  Pap.  1883,  A.  1,  p. 
Ryland’s  case  printed  in  Montreal,  14. 

1878,  1879,  and  1880. 
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vincial  acts  with  greater  frequency  than  her  Majesty’s 
government  has  been  with  respect  to  colonial  enact¬ 
ments,  it  is  ‘  of  importance  that  the  course  of  local 
legislation  should  be  interfered  with  as  little  as  possible, 
and  the  power  of  disallowance  exercised  with  great 
caution,  and  only  in  cases  where  the  law  and  the 
general  interests  of  the  dominion  imperatively  demand 
it.’  And  4  that  where  a  measure  is  considered  only 
partially  defective,  or  where  it  is  objectionable  as  being 
prejudicial  to  the  general  interests  of  the  dominion,  or 
as  clashing  with  its  legislation,  communication  should 
be  had  with  the  provincial  government  with  respect  to 
such  measure,  and  that  in  such  case  the  act  should  not 
be  disallowed,  if  the  general  interests  permit  such  a 
course,  until  the  local  government  has  an  opportunity 
of  considering  and  discussing  the  objections  taken,  and 
the  local  legislature  has  also  an  opportunity  of  remedy¬ 
ing  the  defects  found  to  exist.’ 

Two  possible  grounds  of  objection  to  provincial  en¬ 
actments  are  noticed  in  the  preceding  report,  namely : 
(1)  Where  exception  might  be  urged  to  ‘  the  law  ’  it¬ 
self,  as  being  in  excess  of  the  constitutional  powers  of 
the  local  legislature,  or  at  variance  with  dominion 
legislation;  (2)  Where  it  might  appear  that  proposed 
enactments  were  contrary  to  the  policy  which,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  governor-general  in  council,  ought  to 
prevail  throughout  the  dominion,  in  view  of  the  general 
interests  thereof. 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  determination  of  the  do¬ 
minion  executive  upon  such  questions,  it  was  advised 
that,  upon  the  receipt  by  the  governor-general  of  the 
acts  passed  by  the  legislature  in  any  of  the  dominion 
provinces,  they  should  be  referred  to  the  minister  of 
justice,  and  that  it  should  be  his  duty,  as  speedily  as 
possible,  to  report  in  regard  to  such  acts  as  may  appear 
to  him  to  be  unobjectionable.  If  the  governor-general 
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in  council  concurred  therein,  their  approval  of  these 
enactments  should  be  forthwith  communicated  to  the 
provincial  government. 

But  it  should  be  the  duty  of  the  minister  of  justice 
to  report,  separately  and  in  detail,  upon  any  acts  which 
he  may  consider  open  to  objection  : — 

(1)  As  being  altogether  illegal  or  unconstitutional. 

(2)  As  being  illegal  or  unconstitutional  only  in  part. 

(3)  In  cases  of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  as  clashing 
with  the  legislation  of  the  dominion  parliament. 

(4)  As  affecting  the  interests  of  the  dominion  gene¬ 
rally. 

This  report  from  the  minister  of  justice  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  governor-general  in  council  on  June  9, 
1868,  and  was  subsequently  transmitted  by  a  circular 
despatch  from  the  dominion  secretary  of  state  to  the 
lieutenant-governors  of  the  several  provinces/ 

In  July,  1881,  the  acting  attorney-general  of  Ontario  (Mr. 
Crook)  addressed  a  protest  to  the  dominion  government  against  the 
course  taken  in  the  disallowance  of  the  act  for  protecting  the  public 
interests  in  rivers  and  streams.  Hitherto,  he  stated,  the  principles 
and  procedure  laid  down  in  the  circular  despatch  of  1868,  above 
cited,  had  been  invariably  observed  ;  but  this  bill  had  been  disposed 
of  upon  different  grounds.  Harmony  between  the  central  and  pro¬ 
vincial  governments,  he  contended,  could  only  be  preserved  by  con¬ 
fining  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  disallowance  to  acts  objectionable 
as  to  their  constitutional  validity,  or  obnoxious  to  the  laws  or  general 
interests  of  the  dominion.  The  governor-general  in  council  should 
not  claim  to  review  legislation  within  the  competency  of  the  pro¬ 
vincial  government,  to  the  detriment  of  its  special  responsibility  and 
sovereign  authority  under  the  Confederation  act."" 

In  forwarding  these  regulations  to  the  lieutenant- 
governors,  through  the  constitutional  channel  of  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  dominion,  it  is  obvious  that 
instructions  should  likewise  have  been  sent  to  these 
functionaries,  for  their  general  guidance  in  assenting. 


Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1869,  No.  18. 


w  lb.  1882,  No.  149. 
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in  her  Majesty’s  name,  to  bills  passed  by  the  legis¬ 
latures  of  their  respective  provinces,  and  in  regard  to 
their  discretion  in  withholding  the  royal  assent  to  bills 
or  in  reserving  them  for  the  signification  of  the  pleasure 
of  the  governor-general,  pursuant  to  the  authority  which 
is  vested  in  provincial  governors  by  the  British  North 
America  actff  But,  in  point  of  fact,  the  lieutenant- 
governors  (with  the  exception  of  the  lieutenant-governor 
of  the  new  province  of  Manitoba)  were  formerly  left 
entirely  without  instructions  in  the  fulfilment  of  these 
important  functions.  The  commissions  issued  to  the 
lieutenant-governors  expressly  refer  to  instructions  as 
accompanying  the  same  or  as  to  be  given,  from  time  to 
time,  ‘  under  the  sign-manual  of  our  governor-general,’ 
or  by  ‘  order  of  our  privy  council  of  Canada  ;  ’ y  yet  no 
instructions,  of  either  an  affirmative  or  a  negative  kind, 
were  sent  from  the  dominion  government  to  these 
officers  until  December  1882.z  Meanwhile  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governors,  as  dominion  officers,  repeatedly  as¬ 
sumed  the  responsibility  of  reserving,  for  the  conside¬ 
ration  of  the  governor-general  in  council,  bills  which 
appeared  to  them  to  contain  doubtful  or  objectionable 
provisions.*  They  have  likewise,  in  certain  cases,  ‘  with¬ 
held  ’  the  consent  of  the  Crown  from  provincial  enact¬ 
ments.13 

The  dominion  executive  hold  it  to  be  at  variance 


*  See  ante,  p.  439. 
y  The  phrase  in  the  commission 
is  incorrectly  stated.  It  should  run 
thus  (as  in  a  previous  form),  ‘  or  by 
our  order  in  our  privy  council  of 
Canada.’  Vide  Sess.  Pap.  1867-8, 
No.  16;  Can.  Senate  Jour.  1878,  p. 
175. 

z  See  Attorney- General  Mowat’s 
memo,  of  Dec.  16,  1873,  in  Ontario 
Sess.  Pap.  1st  sess.  1874,  No.  19; 
Lt.-Governor  Morris’s  despatch  of 
Feb.  12,  1876,  in  Canada  Sess.  Pap. 


1877,  No.  89,  p.  149;  and  see  ib.  p. 
172.  And  as  regards  B.  Columbia, 
see  Judge  Crease’s  edition  of  a  judg¬ 
ment  in  June  1880,  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  on  the  irregularity  of  holding 
a  criminal  court  without  a  special 
commission  from  the  Lt.-Governor, 
pp.  48,  67. 

a  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  141, 
p.  225. 

b  See  cases  cited,  post.  pp.  586- 
589. 
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with  the  principles  of  constitutional  government  for  a 
lieutenant-governor  to  reserve  a  bill  for  the  pleasure  of 
the  governor-general,  which  is  4  entirely  within  the  legis¬ 
lative  authority  of  the  provincial  legislature,  and  in 
which  no  dominion  or  Imperial  interests  are  involved.’ 

4  The  lieutenant-governor  should  only  reserve  a  bill  in 
his  capacity  as  an  officer  of  the  dominion,  and  under 
instructions  from  the  governor-general.’ 0 

By  constitutional  analogy,  it  may  be  assumed  that 
lieutenant-governors  are  not  at  liberty  to  withhold  the 
royal  assent  to  bills  which  have  passed  the  legislative 
chambers — inasmuch  as  the  power  of  veto  by  the  Crown 
is  now  practically  obsolete,  in  the  mother  country — or 
to  reserve  such  bills  for  the  consideration  of  the  do¬ 
minion  government,  unless  pursuant  to  instructions 
from  the  governor-general  in  council. 

As  in  England,  the  governor,  representing  the 
Crown,  must  be  one  with  his  ministers  in  all  matters 
of  state,  and  if  he  disapproves  of  a  particular  measure, 
should  settle  the  question  with  them,  while  the  bill  is 
still  before  the  legislature.  Irreconcilable  disagreement 
between  the  Crown  and  its  advisers  would  necessarily 
lead  to  a  change  of  ministry  as  a  method  of  affecting 
agreement.  But  once  a  bill  has  passed  the  legislative 
body,  by  ministerial  consent  or  acquiescence,  it  must 
ordinarily  receive  the  royal  sanction.  As  a  general 
rule,  ministers  have  no  right  to  permit  a  measure  to 
which  they  are  opposed  to  pass  through  the  legislative 
chambers,  and  then  advise  the  exercise  of  the  prero¬ 
gative  power  of  reservation,  or  of  withholding  the  royal 
assent  thereto. 

This  prerogative  may,  indeed,  be  exercised  by  a 
governor-general — as  an  Imperial  officer,  for  the  protec- 

c  Orange  Bills,  Ont.  Sess.  Pap.  Bill,  P.  E.  Island,  Can.  Sess.  Pap. 
1st  sess.  1874,  No.  19;  Can.  Sess.  1882,  No.  141,  pp.  158,  161. 

Pap.  1877,  No.  89,  p.  154;  Church 
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tion  of  Imperial  interests — or  by  a  lieutenant-governor,  Powers  of 
under  instructions  from  tlie  governor-general  in  council,  tenant- 

Exceptional  cases  will,  however,  arise  under  all  g°vernors< 
general  rules.  Practically,  under  exceptional  circum¬ 
stances,  lieutenant-governors  in  several  Canadian  pro¬ 
vinces  have  deemed  it  expedient  to  reserve  bills,  and 
even  to  withhold  the  royal  assent  from  bills,  which  had 
been  agreed  to  by  the  legislative  chambers,  as  is  else¬ 
where  shown ; d  but  it  is  probable  that  hereafter  more 
circumspection  will  be  exhibited  in  this  respect. 

The  following  minute,  approved  by  his  excellency 
the  governor-general  in  council,  dated  November  29, 

1882,  was  addressed  to  the  lieutenant-governors : — 

The  committee  of  council  deem  it  their  duty  to  call  the  attention  Instruc- 
of  your  excellency  to  the  fact  that  in  several  provinces,  bills  passed  0 

by  the  legislature  have  been  reserved  for  the  governor-general’s  tenant- 
assent  by  their  lieutenant-governors  on  the  advice  of  their  ministers,  governors. 

This  practice  is  at  variance  with  those  principles  of  constitutional 
government  which  obtain  in  England,  and  should  be  carried  out  in 
Canada  and  its  provinces. 

As  the  relations  between  the  governor-general  and  his  respon¬ 
sible  advisers,  as  well  as  his  position  as  an  Imperial  officer,  are 
similar  to  the  relations  of  a  lieutenant-governor  with  his  ministers 
and  his  position  as  a  dominion  officer,  it  is  only  necessary  to  define 
the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  former  in  order  to  ascertain 
those  of  a  lieutenant-governor. 

Now  it  is  clear  that  since  the  concession  of  responsible  govern¬ 
ment  to  the  colonies,  the  advisers  of  the  governor-general  hold  the 
same  position  with  regard  to  him,  as  the  Imperial  ministry  does 
with  respect  to  her  Majesty.  They  have  the  same  powers  and 
duties  and  responsibilities.  They  ought  not  to  have,  and  of  right 
have  not,  any  greater  authority  with  respect  to  the  legislation  of 
the  Canadian  parliament  than  the  Queen’s  ministers  have  over  the 
legislative  action  of  the  Imperial  legislature. 

Now  in  England  the  ministry  of  the  day  must  of  necessity  have 
the  confidence  of  the  majority  in  the  popular  branch  of  the  legis¬ 
lature,  and  therefore  they  generally  control,  or  rather  direct,  current 
legislation. 

Should,  however,  any  bill  be  passed  notwithstanding  their  oppo- 


d  See  post,  p.  586. 
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sition  or  adverse  opinion,  they  cannot  advise  its  rejection  by  the 
sovereign. 

The  power  of  veto  by  the  Crown  is  now  admitted  to  be  obsolete 
and  practically  non-existent.  The  expression  ‘  le  roi,’  or  ‘  la  reine 
s’avisera,’  has  not  been  heard  in  the  British  parliament  since  1707, 
in  the  reign  of  Queen  Anne,  and  will  in  all  probability  never  be 
heard  again.  The  ministers  in  such  cases,  if  they  decline  to  accept 
the  responsibility  of  submitting  the  bill  for  the  royal  assent,  must 
resign  and  leave  to  others  the  duty  of  doing  so. 

If,  notwithstanding  their  adverse  opinion,  they  do  not  think  the 
measure  such  as  to  call  for  their  resignation,  they  must  submit  to 
the  will  of  parliament,  and  advise  the  sovereign  to  give  the  royal 
assent  to  it. 

Under  the  same  circumstances  your  excellency’s  advisers  must 
pursue  the  same  course. 

The  right  of  reserving  bills  for  the  royal  assent,  conferred  by 
the  British  North  America  act,  was  not  given  for  the  purpose  of 
increasing  the  power  of  the  Canadian  ministers,  or  enabling  them  to 
evade  the  constitutional  duty  above  referred  to. 

This  power  was  given  to  the  governor-general  as  an  Imperial 
officer  and  for  the  protection  of  Imperial  interests.  It  arises  from 
our  position  as  a  dependency  of  the  empire,  and  to  prevent  legis¬ 
lation  which  in  the  opinion  tof  the  Imperial  government  is  opposed 
to  the  welfare  of  the  empire  or  its  policy. 

For  the  exercises  of  this  power  the  governor-general,  with  or 
without  instructions  from  her  Majesty’s  government,  is  responsible 
only  to  the  British  government  and  parliament,  and  should  the 
Canadian  government  or  parliament  deem  at  any  time  that  the 
power  has  been  exercised  oppressively,  improperly,  or  without  due 
regard  to  the  interests  of  the  dominion,  their  only  course  is  to 
appeal  to  the  Crown  and  eventually  to  the  British  parliament  for 
redress. 

As  has  already  been  stated,  the  same  principles  and  reason 
apply,  mutatis  mutandis,  to  provincial  governments  and  legislatures. 

The  lieutenant-governor  is  not  warranted  in  reserving  any 
measure  for  the  assent  of  the  governor-general  on  the  advice  of  his 
ministers. 

He  should  do  so  in  his  capacity  of  a  dominion  officer  only,  and 
on  instructions  from  the  governor-general.  It  is  only  in  a  case  of 
extreme  necessity  that  a  lieutenant-governor  should  without  such 
instructions  exercise  his  discretion  as  a  dominion  officer  in  reserving 
a  bill.  In  fact,  with  the  facility  of  communication  between  the 
dominion  and  provincial  governments,  such  a  necessity  can  seldom 
if  ever  arise. 
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If  this  minute  be  concurred  in  by  your  excellency,  the  committee 
of  council  recommend  that  it  be  transmitted  to  the  lieutenant- 
governors  of  the  several  provinces  of  the  dominion  for  their  instruc¬ 
tion  and  guidance. 

(Signed)  John  J.  McGee, 

Clerk,  Privy  Council. 

The  power  of  disallowance  of  provincial  acts — as 
well  as  that  of  the  refusal  to  sanction  reserved  bills — 
has  been  freely  exercised  by  the  governor-general  in 
■council,  from  the  confederation  of  the  provinces  to  the 
present  time.  For  the  most  part,  this  power  has  been 
resorted  to  only  in  cases  wherein  the  provincial  legis¬ 
latures  have  passed  acts  which  were  unconstitutional, 
or  beyond  their  legal  competency  to  enact.  But  it  has 
been  sometimes  invoked  in  respect  to  acts  or  bills 
which  contained  provisions  that  were  deemed  to  be 
contrary  to  sound  principles  of  legislation,  and  there¬ 
fore  likely  to  prove  injurious  to  the  interests  or  welfare 
of  the  dominion.® 

On  the  other  hand,  the  dominion  minister  of  justice 
has,  in  numerous  instances,  declined  to  advise  the 
positive  disallowance  of  provincial  acts  although  they 
contained  provisions  that  he  regarded  as  ultra  vires. 
Instead  of  a  resort  to  the  exercise  of  this  statutory 
power,  he  has  sometimes  recommended  confirmatory 
legislation  by  the  dominion  parliament ;  or  he  has 
merely  called  attention  to  the  objectionable  clauses, 
with  a  view  to  their  being  amended  by  the  local  legis¬ 
lature  ;  or  he  has  proposed  to  leave  it  to  the  courts  of 
law  to  decide  upon  the  validity  of  the  particular  statute, 
in  the  event  of  any  question  arising  thereupon  for  judi¬ 
cial  determination.4 

e  See  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  provincial  government  to  bring  par- 
No.  89,  passim.  Ib.  1882,  No.  141,  ticular  legislation  into  harmony 
p.  226 ;  Nos.  149, 166.  Andseeyiost,  with  the  limitations  imposed  by  the 
p.  529.  British  North  America  act,  see  Nova 

f  See  post,  p.  537.  For  an  ex-  Scotia  Stats.  1877,  c.  4. 
ample  of  the  course  adopted  by  a 
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It  has  occasionally  happened,  in  the  case  of  a  pro¬ 
vincial  bill,  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the 
governor-general,  that  simply  £  no  action  was  taken 
thereon.’  This  course  leaves  the  local  government  free 
to  re-introduce  the  measure,  at  their  discretion,  with  any 
necessary  amendments^ 

In  1876,  Lieutenant-Governor  Morris,  of  the  province  of 
Manitoba,  refrained  from  reserving  an  act  to  abolish  the  legislative 
council  of  that  province,  because  the  constitutional  competency  of 
the  legislature  to  pass  it  was  undoubted.  Nevertheless,  in  a  despatch 
to  the  dominion  secretary  of  state,  he  called  attention  to  the  ques¬ 
tionable  policy  of  the  measure,  and  to  considerations  which  seemed 
to  affect  its  legality.  The  dominion  government,  however,  decided 
to  leave  the  act  to  its  operation  ;  being  of  opinion  that,  even  if  it 
were  invalid,  ‘  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  spirit  in  which  the  power 
of  disallowance  has  been  exercised  to  interfere  with  the  operation  of 
the  act.’  It  would  be  for  the  legislature  of  Manitoba,  if  necessary, 
to  move  the  proper  authorities  for  legislation  to  remove  any  such 
doubts.11 

See  also  the  case  of  the  Goodhue  estate  act  (31  Yic.  c.  99),  to 
confirm  and  validate  a  settlement  of  property  under  a,  will,  but  at 
variance  with  the  intentions  of  the  testator.  This  act  was  passed 
by  the  Ontario  legislature  in  1871,  and  assented  to  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor  ;  although  he  afterwards  forwarded  to  the  governor-general 
a  petition  from  parties  concerned  against  the  act,  with  a  statement 
that  he  considered  the  principle  involved  in  this  act  to  be  very 
objectionable,  and  as  forming  a  dangerous  precedent ;  but  in  the 
absence  of  instructions,  and  upon  the  advice  of  his  ministers,  he  had 
concluded  to  assent  to  it.  The  dominion  privy  council,  however, 
recommended  that  the  act  be  left  to  its  operation,  as  it  was  within 
the  competence  of  the  provincial  legislature.  After  being  the 
occasion  of  much  litigation,  this  act,  though  of  doubtful  expediency, 
and  an  unusual  if  not  unprecedented  interference  with  private 
rights,  was,  nevertheless,  declared  by  the  Ontario  court  of  error 
and  appeal,  in  1873,  actually  to  be  within  the  scope  of  provincial 
legislative  authority,  and  yet  to  be  virtually  inoperative  on  account 
of  certain  defects  and  omissions  therein.1 

In  the  session  of  1868-69,  the  Ontario  legislature 

7  G 


e  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  141,  ‘  Grant’s  Chancery  Eep.  v.  19, 

p.  225.  366. 

»  lb.  1877,  No.  89,  pp.  148-151. 
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passed  an  act  to  define  their  powers  and  privileges, 
which  sought  to  confer  upon  the  legislative  assembly 
and  its  members  the  same  privileges  as  those  enjoyed 
by  the  house  of  commons  of  the  dominion.  The  com¬ 
petency  of  the  provincial  legislature  to  pass  this  act 
was  doubted ;  and,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
dominion  minister  of  justice,  the  question  was  referred 
to  the  consideration  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in 
England.  They  gave  it  as  their  opinion  that,  in  view 
of  sections  92-95  of  the  British  North  America  act,  this 
enactment  was  ultra  vires.  Whereupon,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  that  the  attorney-general  of  Ontario  protested 
against  this  conclusion  in  an  able  memorandum,  the 
statute  was  disallowed  by  the  governor-general  in 
council.5  In  1876,  another  act  on  the  same  subject 
was  passed  by  the  Ontario  legislature  (the  39  Vic.  c.  9), 
which  conferred  certain  specified  powers  and  privileges 
only  upon  the  legislative  assembly  and  upon  its 
members.  This  act  was  also  objected  to  by  the  domi¬ 
nion  minister  of  justice,  upon  the  assumption  that  it 
contained  several  provisions  that  were  ultra  vires.  But 
inasmuch  as  a  similar  act,  passed  by  the  Quebec  legis¬ 
lature  in  1870,  had  been  left  to  its  operation,  he  advised 
that  the  same  course  should  be  pursued  in  regard  to 
this  statute,  leaving  it  to  the  courts  of  law  to  decide 
upon  any  question  that  might  hereafter  be  raised  that 
should  involve  the  consideration  of  the  legality  of  this 
measured 

In  1878  the  constitutional  question  as  to  the  competency  of  the 
provincial  legislatures  to  pass  acts  of  this  description  came  under 
the  review  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  dominion.  The  judgment  of 
this  court  was  in  favour  of  the  legislatures,  and  adverse  to  the  opinion 
entertained  by  the  dominion  minister  of  justice.1 

With  a  view  to  impart  to  all  the  provincial  govern- 

1  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  k  lb.  pp.  108-114,  325. 

89,  pp.  202-211,  221.  1  See  .post,  p.  691. 
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rnents  tlie  benefit  of  any  decisions  agreed  upon  by  tlie 
governor-general  in  council,  in  respect  to  the  legality 
or  otherwise  of  acts  passed  by  any  provincial  legisla¬ 
ture,  and  to  afford  to  the  newer  provinces  of  the  domi¬ 
nion  the  advantage  of  the  legislation  and  experience  of 
the  older  provinces,  Lieutenant-Governor  Morris,  of 
Manitoba,  advised  in  a  despatch  to  the  secretary  of 
state  for  the  dominion,  dated  Oct.  10,  1874,  that  ‘in 
the  event  of  the  disallowance  of  an  act  of  a  local 
legislature,  the  fact  of  the  disallowance,  together  with 
its  cause,  should,  in  addition  to  the  notice  in  the  Canada 
gazette,  be  communicated  to  the  other  local  govern¬ 
ments.’  Governor  Morris  was  informed  that  his  suo'S’es- 
tion  was  regarded  as  one  that  might  well  be  adopted  in 
future.™  But  there  is  now  no  necessity  for  such  a 
course,  as  the  department  of  justice  has  issued  a  return 
of  all  papers  on  the  subject  of  provincial  disallowance 
since  the  establishment  of  confederation.11 

As  a  rule,  the  dominion  government  refrains  from 
any  interference  with  provincial  legislation,  so  long  as 
the  acts  passed  are  clearly  within  the  competency  of 
the  local  authorities ;  unless  they  contain  provisions 
which  are  open  to  objection  upon  general  grounds  of 
public  policy,  as  being  calculated  to  affect  injuriously 
the  interests  of  the  dominion,  or  of  any  particular 
portion  thereof.  The  reason  of  this  cautious  forbear¬ 
ance  is  not  far  to  seek. 

Acknowledging  the  constitutional  supremacy  of  the 
Crown ,  and  the  indisputable  right  of  the  supreme 
authority  in  every  state,  to  supervise  and  control  all 
legislation  therein,  according  to  its  discretion  (a  prin¬ 
ciple  of  much  importance  in  this  connection,  to  be 


m  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  Council  on  subject  of  Provincial 
89,  p.  43.  Legislation,  1867-1887,  compiled  by 

"  Correspondence,  Reports  of  W.  E.  Hodgins,  M.A.,  2  vols.  8vo. 
Minister  of  Justice  and  Orders  in  Ottawa  1886-1888. 
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presently  adverted  to) ;  bearing  in  mind  the  fact  that, 
under  the  British  North  America  act,  the  governor- 
general  in  council  is  substituted  for  the  Queen  in  council, 
as  the  supreme  authority  entitled  to  ratify  or  disallow 
provincial  acts — considerations  which  would  naturally 
suffice  to  prevent  the  adoption  of  any  stringent  or 
inflexible  rules  for  the  exercise  of  this  sovereign  power 
on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  in  respect  to  acts  passed  by  the 
provincial  legislatures — we  must,  nevertheless,  admit 
that  the  rights  of  local  self-government  heretofore  con¬ 
ceded  to  the  several  provinces  of  the  dominion  are  not, 
in  any  wise,  impaired  by  their  having  entered  into  a 
federal  compact,  and  that  no  infringement  upon  those 
rights  which  would  be  at  variance  with  constitutional 
usage,  or  with  the  liberty  of  action  previously  enjoyed 
by  the  provinces  when  under  the  direct  control  of  the 
Imperial  government,  would  be  justifiable  on  the  part 
of  the  dominion  executive. 

We  have  already  seen  that,  in  the  colonies  entrusted 
with  ‘responsible  government,,’  the  royal  veto  upon 
legislation  is  now  exercised  only  within  Certain  pre¬ 
scribed  or  easily  ascertained  limits  ; 0  and  that  no  mere 
calculations  of  political  expediency,  or  difference  of 
opinion  in  regard  to  the  policy  of  a  colonial  enactment, 
would  suffice  to  induce  the  Crown  to  veto  the  same, 
provided  only  it  was  within  the  legislative  competency 
of  the  colony,  and  did  not  injuriously  affect  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  other  parts  of  the  empire. 

A  similar  restraint  has  been  observed  by  the  do¬ 
minion  government  in  its  control  over  provincial  legis¬ 
lation  delegated  to  them  by  the  Imperial  parliament. 

There  is,  moreover,  in  the  case  of  the  Canadian  pro¬ 
vinces,  an  additional  reason  for  the  cautious  and  sparing 
exercise  of  a  veto,  by  the  governor-general  in  council, 
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upon  acts  passed  by  the  provincial  legislatures ;  namely, 
that  under  their  several  constitutions,  and  pursuant  to 
the  ninety-second  section  of  the  British  North  America 
act,  these  local  legislatures  possess  powers  of  legislation 
as  complete  and  absolute  within  their  exclusive  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  as  those  enjoyed  by  other  colonial  legislatures,  or 
by  the  dominion  parliament,  or  even  by  the  parliament 
of  the  mother  country  in  their  respective  spheres.  We 
have  indeed  passed  from  the  time  when  the  power  of 
the  colonial  legislatures  under  an  unwritten  constitution 
was  not  open  to  dispute, p  to  a  time  when  the  relative 
jurisdiction  of  a  federal  parliament  and  of  a  provincial 
legislature — like  the  powers  of  the  executive  and  ju¬ 
diciary — are  defined  and  circumscribed  by  a  written 
constitution ;  nevertheless,  within  their  prescribed  limits, 
the  exercise  of  such  powers  is  unimpeachable. q 

This  point  was  urged  with  much  acumen  by  the 
learned  judges  of  the  court  of  appeal  in  Ontario  in 
1873,  in  adjudicating  upon  the  constitutionality  of 
a  certain  act  of  the  local  legislature,  £  to  confirm  the 
deed  for  the  distribution  of  the  estate  of  the  late  G.  J. 
Goodhue.’ r  Thus  it  was  observed  by  Chief  Justice 
Draper :  ‘  Conceding  to  the  fullest  extent  that  the 
powers  of  the  legislature  of  Ontario  are  defined  and 
limited  by  the  British  North  America  act  of  1867,  I 
conceive  that,  within  those  limitations,  acts  passed  in 
the  mode  described  by  that  statute  are,  as  to  the  courts 
and  people  of  this  province,  supreme.’  And  by  Chan¬ 
cellor  Spragge :  ‘  The  true  principle  I  take  shortly  to 
be,  that,  under  the  confederation  act,  there  has  been  a 
federal  not  a  legislative  union ;  that  to  the  provincial 
legislature  is  committed  the  power  to  legislate  upon  a 


p  See  Reg.  v.  Kerr,  Berton’s  N.  ton  and  N.- Western  R.  R.  Co.  39 
Brunswick  Sup.  Ct.  cases,  2nd  ed.  pp.  U.  C.  Q.  B.  p.  112. 

553-558.  r  Ontario  Stats.  34  Vic.  c.  99. 

q  C.  J.  Harrison,  in  re  Hamil- 
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range  of  subjects  which  is  indeed  limited,  but  that, 
within  the  limits  prescribed,  the  right  of  legislation  is 
absolute.’  To  the  same  effect  Vice-Chancellor  Strong- 
remarked,  as  to  the  power  to  pass  private  acts  of  par¬ 
liament  affecting  property,  ‘  that  the  legislature  have 
that  power,  in  all  cases  where  the  property  and  rights 
sought  to  be  affected  are  “  in  the  province,”  to  the  same 
unlimited  extent  that  the  Imperial  parliament  have  in 
the  United  Kingdom,  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt.’ 3 

These  judicial  opinions  were  cited,  and  their  authority  confirmed 
by  Vice-Chancellor  Blake,  in  1876,  in  the  case  of  Cowan  v.  WrightJ 
And  the  same  principle  was  asserted  by  Mr.  Justice  Burton,  in  the 
Ontario  court  of  appeal,  in  1879,  in  the  case  of  Parsons  v.  Citizens’ 
Insurance  Company.11  See  also  Mr.  Justice  Fisher’s  able  judgment 
in  the  supreme  court  of  New  Brunswick,  in  1879,  in  Steadman  v. 
Robertson.'-  To  the  same  effect  Attorney-General  Mowat  observed,"- 
‘  where  there  is  jurisdiction,  the  will  of  the  legislature  is  omnipotent, 
according  to  British  theory,  and  knows  no  superior  law.’ x 

But  while  we  acknowledge  the  force  of  these  con¬ 
clusions,  and  their  applicability  to  restrain  the  exercise 
of  the  veto  power  over  provincial  legislation,  in  respect 
to  bills  within  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of  the 
local  legislatures,  there  still  remains  in  the  Crown,  by 
virtue  of  its  authority  as  an  essential  component  part  of 
every  legislative  body  in  the  empire,  a  reserved  prero¬ 
gative  right  of  disallowance,  which  is  capable  of  being- 
exercised  on  all  fitting  occasions.  The  method  of  giving 
expression  to  this  inherent  and  inalienable  prerogative 
may  vary  according-  to  circumstances,  and  in  conformity 
with  the  requirements  of  statute  law.  It  may  be  exer¬ 
cised,  as  in  England,  by  the  sovereign  in  person  acting- 
in  council ;  or,  as  in  Canada,  by  the  representative  of 

s  In  re  Goodhue,  Grant  Chan-  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  2,  p.  81. 
eery  Rep.  v.  19,  pp.  386,  418,  452.  x  See  C.  J.  Robinson  in  4  U.  C. 

1  lb.  v.  23,  p.  623.  Q.  B.  p.  318  ;  and  see  Queen  v. 

u  Ont.  App.  Rep.  v.  4,  p.  100.  Burali,  3  L.  R.  App.  904 ;  see  also 

T  Pugsley  Rep.  v.  2,  p.  593.  C.  J.  Robinson  in  4  U.  C.  Q.  B.  p. 

w  Severn  v.  The  Queen,  Can.  318. 
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the  sovereign,  in  her  name  and  behalf.  But,  in  either 
case,  the  authority  is  identical,  and  it  emanates  from 
the  same  source ;  to  wit,  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown. 
For  the  sovereign,  as  the  head  of  the  body-politic,  is  a 
constituent  part  of  parliament ;  nay,  more,  it  is  in  the 
sovereign,  and  not  in  the  body  which  the  law  assigns  to 
advise  and  assist  him,  that  all  legislative  authority  is 
vested  by  the  British  constitution,  as  the  enacting  clause 
of  every  act  of  parliament  declares.7 

The  various  occasions  when  this  prerogative  may  be 
suitably  invoked  cannot  of  course  be  anticipated.  It  is 
not  therefore  possible  to  formulate  a  definition  which 
should  state  explicitly  the  reasons  that  would  justify  the 
interposition  by  the  Crown  of  a  veto  upon  a  colonial 
enactment.  Suffice  it  to  say,  in  answer  to  the  objection 
that  a  power  so  great  and  indeterminate  might  be  in¬ 
juriously  or  unreasonably  exercised,  that  it  is  subject  to\ 
the  same  restraints  that  are  imposed  upon  all  other 
actions  of  the  sovereign  in  a  constitutional  monarchy : 
it  can  only  be  exercised  upon  the  advice,  and  through 
the  instrumentality,  of  responsible  ministers.  With 
this  limitation,  the  royal  veto  upon  colonial  legislation 
remains  as  a  reserved  power  ordinarily  in  abeyance,  but 
capable  of  being  resorted  to,  whenever,  in  the  judgment 
of  the  Crown  and  its  responsible  advisers,  the  welfare 
of  the  particular  colony  or  province,  or  the  interests  of 
the  nation  at  large,  may  demand  the  interposition  of  the 
supreme  authority.2 

Applying  this  doctrine  to  the  control  exercisable  by 
the  governor-general  in  council  over  provincial  legisla¬ 
tion,  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  of  Canada  have 
pertinently  observed  that  there  is  ‘  no  doubt  ’  of  the 


y  In  the  words  of  the  old  Year  commune.’  Stubbs,  Const.  Hist.  v. 
Book,  of  23  Edward  III.,  ‘  the  king  2,  p.  572.  See  Stephen’s  Blackstonej 
makes  the  laws  by  the  assent  of  the  book  4,  c.  1. 
peers,  &c.,  and  not  the  peers  and  the  z  See  ante,  p.  159. 
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prerogative  right  of  the  Crown  to  veto  any  provincial  Practical' 
act,  and  that  it  ‘  could  even  be  applied  to  a  law  over  Si- 
which  the  provincial  legislature  had  complete  jurisdic-  nion  con“ 
tion.  But  it  is  piecisel}  on  account  of  its  extraordinary  provincial 
and  exceptional  character  that  the  exercise  of  this  pre-  J?^sla‘ 
rogative  will  always  be  a  delicate  matter.  It  will 
always  be  very  difficult  for  the  federal  government  to 
substitute  its  opinion  instead  of  that  of  the  legislative 
assemblies,  in  regard  to  matters  within  their  province, 
without  exposing  themselves  to  be  reproached  witli 
threatening  the  independence  of  the  provinces  ;  ’  not 
to  dwell  upon  the  possible  consequences  of  a  province 
choosing  ‘  to  re-enact  a  law  which  had  been  disallowed.’ 
Moreover,  the  assertion  of  this  prerogative  right  by  the 
dominion  government  4  will  always  be  considered  a 
harsh  exercise  of  power,  unless  in  cases  of  great  and 
manifest  necessity,  or  where  the  act  is  so  clearly  beyond 
the  powers  of  the  local  legislature  that  the  propriety  of 
interfering  would  at  once  be  recognised.’ a 

The  precise  extent  wherein  the  governor-general  in 
council — :in  fulfilment  of  the  powers  conferred  upon 
him  by  the  British  North  America  act,  in  the  super¬ 
vision  of  provincial  legislation — has  disallowed  acts 
passed  in  the  provinces,  because  they  were  at  variance 
with  rules  hereinbefore  recited,  and  which  were  esta¬ 
blished  to  define  and  regulate  the  powers  assigned  to 
the  provincial  legislatures  by  that  statute,  will  appear 
on  reference  to  the  subjoined  memorandum,  for  which 
the  editor  is  indebted  to  the  deputy  of  the  minister  of 
justice  of  the  dominion 

The  power  of  disallowance  of  provincial  statutes  is  always  exer¬ 
cised  with  caution.  The  dominion  government  has,  since  confedera¬ 
tion,  exercised  this  power  in  very  few  instances,  compared  to  the 


a  C.  J.  Richards  and  Judge  96,  131.  See  also  C.  J.  Draper, 
Fournier,  in  Severn  v.  The  Queen,  in  re  Goodhue,  19  Grant’s  Ch.  Rep. 
Canada  Sup.  Court  Rep.  v.  2,  pp.  384. 
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large  number  of  acts  which,  since  confederation,  have  been  passed 
by  the  several  provincial  legislatures. 

The  number  of  acts  passed  by  the  provinces,  from  confederation 
in  1867 — or  from  the  entry  of  particular  provinces  into  the  federal 
union— -to  the  year  1890-91  inclusive,  are  as  follows  : — 


Ontario  ...... 

.  2,604 

Quebec  ...... 

.  2,247 

New  Brunswick  .... 

.  2,531 

Nova  Scotia  ..... 

.  2,813 

Manitoba  (from  1870) 

.  1,116 

British  Columbia  (from  1871)  . 

801 

Prince  Edward  Island  (from  1873)  . 

484 

North-west  Territories  (from  1878)  . 

247 

Total  . 

.  127843 

And  the  total  number  disallowed,  within  the  same  period,  are  as 


follows  : — 

Ontario ........  8 

Quebec  ........  5 

New  Brunswick  ......  1 

Nova  Scotia  .......  6 

Manitoba  .  .  .  .  .  .  .24 

British  Columbia  .  .  .  .  .  .20 

Prince  Edward  Island  .  .  .  .  .2 

North-west  Territories  .  .  .  .  .4 

Total  .  .  .  .  70 b 


This  is  a  very  small  percentage,  and  shows  how  reluctantly  the 
power  is  exercised.  It  by  no  means  follows,  however,  that  only 
seventy  acts  have  been  thought  objectionable  by  the  dominion 
authorities.  The  practice  has  been,  before  taking  the  extreme 
course  of  disallowing  an  act,  to  call  the  attention  of  the  provincial 
government  to  its  objectionable  features,  and  give  them  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  promoting  its  ref>eal  or  amendment.  Occasionally,  how¬ 
ever,  from  the  very  nature  of  the  act  itself,  or  from  the  shortness  of 
the  time  for  disallowance,  it  has  been  thought  necessary  to  disallow 


b  The  total  number  of  acts 
passed  by  the  dominion  parliament 
from  1867  to  1890  was  2,189,  of 
which  one  was  disallowed,  and  one 
reserved  bill  did  not  receive  royal 
assent.  For  a  return  of  bills  re¬ 
served  or  disallowed  in  the  above 
provincial  governments  prior  to 


confederation,  see  ante,  p.  173.  For 
the  same  in  other  colonies,  see  ante, 
p.  158.  Also  Hodgins’  Correspon¬ 
dence,  Reports  of  Ministers  of  Jus¬ 
tice  and  Orders  in  Council  upon 
subject  of  Provincial  Legislation, 
1867-87,  2  vols.  8vo.  Ottawa. 
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It  without  waiting  for  its  repeal.  Covering  the  period  of  the  return 
many  provincial  acts  have  been  objected  to,  and  have  accordingly, 
within  the  time  for  disallowance,  either  been  wholly  repealed  or  else 
amended  so  as  to  remove  the  objections.0 

If  an  act  be,  in  its  main  features,  clearly  beyond  the  powers  of 
the  provincial  legislature,  it  would  seem  to  be  the  duty  of  the 
dominion  authorities  to  disallow  it  ;  unless,  within  the  limited 
time,  it  be  repealed  or  so  amended  as  to  remove  the  objectionable 
features. 

It  is  often  very  doubtful  whether  an  act  be  within  or  beyond  the 
competence  of  a  provincial  legislature  ;  and  very  often  acts  which, 
in  their  main  provisions,  are  clearly  valid,  contain  some  provision 
beyond  the  competence  of  the  legislature.  Moreover,  in  the  charac¬ 
ter  of  the  enactments  which  may  be  beyond  the  powers  of  the  local 
body,  there  is  often  a  vast  difference.  Though  all  such  provisions 
are  alike  void,  some  of  them  may,  without  inconvenience,  be  passed 
by  without  interference  by  the  dominion  government ;  while  to 
take  the  same  course  as  to  others  might  produce  serious  embarrass¬ 
ment  and  confusion.  It  is  therefore,  in  each  particular  case,  a 
question  to  be  decided  whether  an  act,  though  containing  some  void 
provisions,  should  be  disallowed  or  left  to  its  operation. d 

Objection  has  not  infrequently  been  taken  against  particular 
provincial  enactments  that  they  would  operate  to  the  detriment  or 
destruction  of  private  rights  ;  and  the  disallowance  of  such  acts  has 
been  specially  urged  upon  this  ground.  But  this  objection  ought 
not  to  prevail  against  the  deliberate  intention  of  a  legislature  when, 
in  the  public  interest,  and  for  reasons  of  public  policy,  it  decides  to 
over-rule  the  rights  of  private  individuals.  For  every  legislative 
body  in  the  realm  is  competent — within  the  limits  of  its  ascertained 
jurisdiction — to  alter,  affect,  or  destroy  pre-existing  rights,  provid¬ 
ing,  as  it  always  does,  or  intends,  though  not  actually  bound  to  do, 
compensation  to  parties  injuriously  affected  by  such  legislation.6 
No  ‘  legislature  has  the  right  to  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  [at 
least  without  adequate  recompense],  but  by  the  theory  of  the  consti- 


c  See  return  in  Can.  Sess.  Pap. 

1882,  No.  141. 

d  See  report  of  the  minister  of 
justice  (Mr.  Blake),  of  Dec.  22, 1875, 
in  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  89, 
p.  450. 

e  See  Brice  on  Ultra  Vires,  ed. 
1877,  pt.  3,  ch.  x. ;  Browne  on 
Compulsory  Purchase,  1876  ;  Hans. 
D.  v.  235,  p.  1295 ;  Canadian  Pre¬ 
cedents,  Can.  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 


1852-53,  App.  xx.;  Stat.  16  Vic.  c. 
39;  Can.  Leg.  Council  Jour.  1861, 
p.  110;  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1862, 
Sess.  Pap.  No.  25;  C.  J.  Chipman, 
in  Berton  N.  Brunswick  Bep.  Sup. 
Ct.  Cases,  2nd  ed.  p.  557  ;  Mr.  J. 
Gwynne  in  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  6, 
p.  73.  See  N.  Zealand  Leg.  Coun. 
Jour.  1881,  pp.  179,  192,  and  cases 
cited  in  Can.  Hansard,  1882,  p.  882. 
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tution  it  has  the  power.  In  a  word,  it  is  assumed  that  the  legisla¬ 
ture  is  the  judge  of  the  morality  of  its  own  legislation.’ f  It  is  clear, 
that  ‘  the  courts  cannot  question  the  authority  of  parliament,  or 
assign  any  limits  to  its  power,’  s  a  dictum  which  equally  applies  to 
the  proceedings  of  colonial  legislatures,  when  acting  within  the  pre¬ 
scribed  limits  of  their  jurisdiction.  Interference  with  existing  rights 
is  therefore  a  question  not  of  power  but  of  policy.  The  dominion 
government  have  occasionally  interposed  to  disallow  provincial  legis¬ 
lation  which  has  been  complained  of  for  this  reason.11  But  they 
have,  on  the  other  hand,  refused  to  interfere  in  similar  cases,  where 
the  policy  of  the  act  was  disapproved,  and  the  courts  have  confirmed 
the  validity  of  such  enactments.1 

In  deciding  as  to  the  disallowance  of  an  act,  the  government  is 
not  confined  to  considering  its  validity  in  a  legal  point  of  view.  The 
power  of  disallowance  is  a  general  one ;  and,  in  arriving  at  a 
conclusion  as  to  its  exercise,  the  government  have  undoubtedly  the 
right  to  take  into  consideration  other  matters  than  those  affecting 
merely  the  validity  of  the  act.  For  instance,  they  may  and  should 
consider  whether  it  affects  Imperial  or  dominion  interests. 

‘  The  same  principles  (among  others)  would  apply  in  deciding  as 
to  giving  or  withholding  assent  to  a  reserved  bill.  The  government 
have,  on  several  occasions,  dealt  with  provincial  acts  [as  well  as  with 
bills  which  have  been  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  governor- 
general  in  council]  upon  those  principles.! 


f  Mr.  Justice  Ramsay,  in  Q.  B. 
Montreal,  in  1881.  L.  J.  Jurist,  v. 

26,  p.  18. 

g  Maxwell  on  Statutes,  p.  127. 
See  Imp.  Stat.  35  &  36  Vic.  c.  95, 
directing  that  legal  proceedings  in 
a  certain  macter  slioidd  be  stayed 
by  the  courts.  And  see  ante,  p.  245. 
Nevertheless,  a  statute  which  deals 
with  an  existing  right  will  be  con¬ 
strued  strictly,  so  as  to  preserve  such 
right,  if  not  distinctly  abrogated. 
Western  Counties  v.  Windsor  and 
Annapolis  Rail.  Cos.  Jud.  Com. 
P.  C.  L.  T.  N.S.  v.  46,  p.  349.  See 
Quebec  act,  1882,  c.  6,  ‘  to  remove 
certain  disabilities  arising  from  in¬ 
fringements  of  the  Quebec  Election 
act.’ 

h  The  Ontario  Rivers  and  Streams 
act,  disallowed  in  May  1881,  and 
again  (upon  its  being  re-enacted)  in 
1882,  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  149. 


See  judgment  of  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  con¬ 
cerning  this  act,  5  Montreal  Legal 
News,  p.  393.  Debate  in  H.  of  Com¬ 
mons,  Canada,  April  14,  1882,  on 
proposed  resolutions  on  disallow¬ 
ance  of  provincial  acts,  Can.  Law 
Join’,  v.  17,  pp.  201,  231,  v.  18,  p. 
430. 

*  B.  Columbia  Sess.  Pap.  1881, 
p.  532;  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No. 
141,  pp.  215,  221 ;  Goodhue  Estate 
act,  ante ,  p.  522.  And  see  papers 
on  disallowance  of  Quebec  Mining 
act  of  1880,  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882, 
No.  75  ;  ib.  No.  141,  p.  112.  Papers 
requesting  disallowance  of  Quebec 
act,  1881,  Laval  University,  ib.  No. 
72.  And  see  St.  Andrew’s  Church,. 
Montreal,  v.  Board  of  Temporalities, 
under  Dom.  act  of  1882,  Legal 
News,  v.  6,  p.  27. 

J  Mr.  Lash’s  Memorandum,, 
dated  Dec.  1879. 
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They  have  also  repeatedly  considered  the  question  as  to  whether 
particular  acts,  though  within  the  undoubted  competency  of  the 
provincial  legislatures,  did  not  include  unsound  or  objectionable 
principles  of  legislation,  which,  unless  remedied  by  the  local 
legislature  itself,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  dominion 
executive,  might  force  upon  the  Canadian  government  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  exercising  the  prerogative  of  disallowance.  The  dominion 
government  have  been  chary  of  enforcing  their  own  conclusions 
in  such  cases  upon  any  provincial  government  ;k  nevertheless; 
in  certain  extreme  cases,  the  governor-general  in  council  has 
assumed  the  responsibility  of  disallowing  provincial  enactments  upon 
this  ground.1 

Iii  1877,  a  peculiar  case  arose  in  reference  to  an  act 
irregularly  passed  in  the  province  of  Quebec,  which  is 
•deserving  of  special  mention,  as  illustrating  the  control 
exercised  b}^  the  dominion  government  in  matters  of 
provincial  legislation. 

A  bill  intituled  ‘  An  act  to  provide  for  the  formation  of  joint-stock 
companies  for  the  maintenance  of  roads  and  the  destruction  of 
noxious  weeds,’  was  inadvertently  assented  to  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  upon  a  certificate  that  it  had 
duly  passed  both  houses  of  the  legislature.  It  afterwards  transpired 
that,  although  passed  by  the  legislative  council,  it  had  only  been 
read  twice  in  the  assembly.  Through  the  mistake  of  the  clerk,  it 
was  certified  as  passed  without  amendment,  returned  to  the  legisla¬ 
tive  council,  and  assented  to  by  the  lieutenant-governor.  On  the 
discovery  of  this  mistake,  the  governor-general  was  immediately 
appealed  to  by  the  provincial  attorney-general,  with  a  request  that 
he  would  disallow  the  act.  But  the  dominion  minister  of  justice 
(Mr.  Blake)  declined  to  advise  this  course.  He  reported  that,  in  his 
opinion,  ‘  the  assent  was  void,  and  the  bill  is  not  an  act,’  and  under 
these  circumstances  the  power  of  disallowance  could  not  properly 
be  exercised.  He  pointed  out  that,  according  to  precedent,  an  act 
might  be  passed  in  the  ensuing  session  of  the  provincial  legislature, 
to  declare  this  act  to  be  invalid  ;  and  that,  meanwhile,  it  was  in  the 
power  of  the  lieutenant-governor  in  council  to  refrain  from  putting 
it  into  operation.  This  report  was  communicated  to  the  Quebec 
government,  who,  concurring  in  the  opinion  that  the  act,  having 

k  See  Rep.  Min.  of  Justice  on  1  For  precedents,  see  Hodgins’ 
June  23,  1880,  on  certain  B.  Colum-  Disallowance  of  Provincial  Acts, 
bia  statutes,  Sess.  Pap.  B.  C.  1881,  1867-87,  2  vols.  8vo.  Ottawa, 

p.  532. 
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been  assented  to  in  error,  ‘  was  but  blank  paper,’  directed  that  it 
should  not  be  printed  amongst  the  statutes  of  the  session.™ 

On  the  other  hand,  the  courts  have  been  careful  to 
maintain  local  rights  of  legislation,  and  to  declare  any 
acts  of  the  dominion  parliament  which  encroach  upon 
such  rights  without  express  warrant  from  the  British 
North  America  act  to  be  ultra  vires. 

In  June  1881,  the  Quebec  court  of  Queen’s  bench,  on  an  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  an  inferior  court,  declared  that  the  dominion 
parliament  had  exceeded  its  powers,  in  the  incorporation,  by  act  43 
Yic.  c.  67,  of  the  Bell  Telephone  Company.  This  company  had  been 
authorised  to  establish  telephone  lines  in  any  part  of  Canada,  to  cross 
rivers,  boundary  lines,  &c.  But  the  company,  in  commencing  a 
local  business  in  Quebec,  did  so  for  purely  local  traffic,  having  no 
pretension  to  service  of  a  dominion  character.  Their  undertaking 
did  not  involve  the  connexion  of  service  with  two  or  more  provinces, 
or  the  need  even  to  cross  navigable  rivers  ;  neither  had  parliament 
declared  the  company  to  be  ‘  for  the  general  advantage  of  Canada, 
or  of  two  or  more  of  the  provinces.’  In  fact,  the  powers  claimed  to 
have  been  conferred  were  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  dominion 
parliament  to  grant,  and  should  have  been  obtained  in  the  particular 
instance  from  the  Quebec  legislature.  The  company  were  therefore 
adjudged  to  have  been  guilty  of  a  nuisance,  in  erecting  their  poles 
in  the  city  of  Quebec  without  lawful  authority.11  But  in  the  same 
month  (June  1881)  upon  application  to  the  Quebec  legislature,  then 
in  session,  an  act  was  passed,  ‘  to  confer  certain  powers  on  the  Bell 
Telephone  Company  of  Canada,’ which  recognised  this  company,  and 
gave  it  the  necessary  corporate  powers  for  provincial  work,  saving 
only  actions  pending  in  the  courts. 

Similar  acts  were  passed  by  the  New  Brunswick,  the  Nova 
Scotia,  and  the  Ontario  legislatures,  in  1882.  And  in  the  same 
year,  the  dominion  parliament  amended  their  act  of  incorporation, 
and  furthermore  declared  the  works  in  question  to  be  ‘  for  the 
general  advantage  of  Canada.’  The  judicial  committee  of  the  privy 
council,  in  November  1881,  on  appeal  from  the  Canadian  supreme 
court,  in  the  case  of  the  Citizens’  and  Queen’s  insurance  companies, 
gave  interpretations  of  No.  13  of  section  92  of  the  British  North 
America  act  assigning  ‘  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  province  ’ 

m_  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1879,  No.  n  Regina  v.  Mohr,  Quebec  Law 
26;  ib.  No.  19.  Papers  in  the  case  Rep.  v.  7,  p.  183;  Quebec  Q.  B. 
of  Lieutenant-Governor  Letellier,  Rep.  v.  1,  384;  Legal  News,  v.  5, 
pp.  12,  20.  p.  43. 
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to  the  exclusive  control  of  provincial  legislatures,  and  of  No.  2  of  Interpre¬ 
section  91,  which  assigns  ‘the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  ’  *atio” .  °T 
to  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of  the  dominion  parliament.  tion  of 

The  lords  of  the  council  considered  that  the  words  ‘  property  ’  trade  and 
and  ‘  civil  rights  ’  are  plainly  used  in  their  largest  sense,  so  as  to  com'  , 
embrace,  in  their  fair  and  ordinary  meaning,  rights  arising  from 
contract,  and  such  rights  are  not  included  in  any  of  the  enumerated 
classes  of  subjects  in  section  91. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  interpreting  the  words  ‘  regulation  of  trade 
and  commerce,’  the  collocation  of  this  sub-section  with  classes  of  sub¬ 
jects  of  national  and  general  concern  affords  an  indication  that 
regulations  referring  to  general  trade  and  commerce  were  in  the 
mind  of  the  Imperial  legislature  when  conferring  this  power  on  the 
dominion  parliament.  It  was  in  this  sense  that  similar  words  were 
used  in  the  act  of  union  between  England  and  Scotland,  and  in  other 
acts  of  the  state.  They  would  naturally  include  political  arrange¬ 
ments  in  regard  to  trade  requiring  the  sanction  of  parliament,  regu¬ 
lation  of  trade  in  matters  of  inter-provincial  concern,  and  probably 
the  general  regulation  of  trade  affecting  the  whole  dominion.  But 
they  would  not  confer  on  that  parliament  authority  to  regulate  by 
legislation  the  contracts  of  any  particular  business  or  trade — such  as 
the  business  of  lire  insurance — in  a  single  province.  It  does  not 
follow  that  because  the  dominion  parliament  has  the  sole  right  to 
create  a  corporation  to  carry  on  business  throughout  the  dominion, 
that  it  alone  has  the  right  to  regulate  its  contracts  in  each  of  the 
provinces.  This  as  a  question  of  property  and  civil  rights  belongs 
exclusively  to  provincial  jurisdiction.0 

In  respect  to  the  North-west  Territories  of  the  domi-  control  of 
nion  of  Canada — which  formerly  did  not  possess  repre-  tionin 
sentative  institutions  and  local  self-erovernment,  but  territorial 
were  presided  over  by  a  lieutenant-governor,  assisted  ments. 
by  an  executive  council,  both  appointed  by  commission 
under  the  great  seal  of  Canada — the  dominion  govern¬ 
ment  exercised  a  more  direct  and  less  limited  control. 

These  territories  were  then  governed  pursuant  to  acts 
of  the  parliament  of  Canada  passed  from  1871  to  1877. 

Under  the  authority  of  these  statutes  all  acts  or  ordi- 


0  See  an  able  resume  of  the  his-  Mr.  Hunter’s  Report  of  Ontario 
tory  and  conclusions  deducible  from  Inspector  of  Insurance  for  1881, 
the  Privy  Council  on  this  case,  in  Ont.  Pap.  1882. 


536  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


North¬ 
west  terri¬ 
tories. 


nances  passed  by  the  lieutenant-governor  and  council  of 
the  territories  came  into  force  only  after  they  had  been 
approved  by  the  governor-general  in  council,  unless  in 
case  of  urgency ;  and  the  governor-general  in  council 
had  the  power  to  disallow  ordinances  passed  in  the 
council,  at  any  time  within  two  years  of  their  enact¬ 
ment. p 

Thus,  the  act  passed  by  the  governor  and  council  of  the  terri¬ 
tories  in  1873,  to  authorise  the  appointment  of  magistrates  and 
coroners  therein,  was  disallowed,  although  it  was  within  the  com¬ 
petency  of  the  local  government  to  enact  it,  because  the  governor- 
general  in  council  considered  ‘that  until  the  settlement  of  the 
country  shall  have  reached  a  more  advanced  stage,  it  will  be  inex¬ 
pedient  to  allow  the  act  to  go  into  operation.’  ci 

In  1880,  by  dominion  statute  43  Vic.  c.  25,  the 
North-west  Territories  acts  were  amended,  consolidated, 
and  provision  made  for  an  elective  council  or  assembly 
so  soon  as  the  country  should  become  sufficiently 
populated  to  claim  representation  according  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act.  By  federal  statute,  51  Vic.  c.  19, 
these  provisions  were  repealed,  the  existing  council 
abolished,  and  a  legislative  assembly  granted,  to  consist 
of  twenty-two  elective  members  and  three  nominated 
legal  experts — the  latter  to  sit  and  debate  in  the 
chamber,  but  not  to  have  a  vote.  An  advisory  council 
was  also  created  to  deal  with  matters  of  finance,  to  be 
chosen  by  the  lieutenant-governor  from  the  elected 
members,  over  which  he  presided.  The  duration  of  an 
assembly  under  this  act  has  been  limited  to  a  period  of 
three  years,  and  the  only  qualification  of  a  candidate 
seeking  election  requires  that  he  be  a  naturalised  British 

p  Orders  in  Council,  1849  74,  laws  and  ordinances  of  the  local 
pp.  463,  494.  For  account  of  terri-  government  of  the  North-west  Terri¬ 
torial  system  of  government  in  tories,  and  the  control  of  the 
United  States,  see  Int.  Rev.  v.  6,  p.  dominion  government  over  the 

same,  ib.  1876,  No.  70;  ib.  1878, 

q  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  No.  45. 

89,  p.  69.  See  further,  in  regard  to 
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subject,  any  male  British  subject,  having  attained 
twenty-one  years,  being  entitled  to  a  vote — other  than 
the  unenfranchised  Indian— who  must  be  a  resident  in  the 
country  for  a  year  and  in  the  locality  for  three  months. 

In  1891,  by  54-55  Yic.  c.  22,  the  North-west  Terri¬ 
tories  acts  were  amended  and  further  powers  conferred  ; 
the  number  of  elective  members  was  increased  to  twenty- 
six,  and  the  clause  in  the  previous  act  empowering  the 
nomination  of  legal  experts  repealed. 

Nevertheless,  the  dominion  government — either  from 
motives  of  policy  or  otherwise — may  shrink  in  the  first 
instance  from  the  exercise  of  the  powers  vested  in  them 
by  the  British  North  America  act  to  disallow  objection¬ 
able  measures  passed  by  the  provincial  legislatures. 
And  yet  certain  of  these  measures  may,  in  fact,  be  ultra 
vires ,  and  beyond  the  competency  of  provincial 
authority. 

The  dominion  government  have  frequently  abstained  from  inter¬ 
fering  with  provincial  acts  deemed  to  be  objectionable,  with  the 
avowed  intention  of  leaving  the  objection  to  judicial  determination.1' 
On  the  other  hand,  serious  consequences  are  likely  in  such  a  case  to 
result  from  this  evasion  of  duty  and  responsibility,  which  casts  upon 
the  judiciary  the  obligation  of  declaring  statutes  to  be  void  which 
ought  never  to  have  been  permitted  to  become  law,  are  aptly  pointed 
out  in  Cooley’s  notes  to  Story’s  ‘  Commentaries  on  the  United  States 
Constitution,’  4th  edition,  vol.  ii.  p.  384. 

In  such  a  contingency,  as  we  have  already  seen,  it 
is  the  right  and  duty  of  any  court  of  law  within  the 
province,  to  entertain  and  decide  upon  the  validity  of 
the  particular  statute,  or  provision  in  a  statute,  which 
has  been  impeached.8  The  judgment  of  the  court  upon 
this  question  is,  of  course,  open  to  appeal,  and  liable  to 
be  reviewed  and  annulled  by  a  court  of  superior  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  whose  decision  likewise  maybe  examined  andadjudi- 
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r  Such  abstention  is  justified  by  See  Can.  Hansard,  1882,  p.  912. 
Mr.  Blake  on  grounds  of  public  policy.  s  See  ante,  pp.  802,  336. 
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cated  upon,  either  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  dominion, 
or  by  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council  in 
England. 

By  this  process,  a  final  and  authoritative  decision  can 
be  obtained,  in  respect  to  the  legality  of  any  provincial 
enactment,  from  the  highest  legal  tribunal  in  the  em¬ 
pire.  And,  if  the  decision  should  be  adverse,  the  statute 
in  question  would  become  void  and  of  none  effect.  This 
valuable  safeguard  against  the  unlawful  exercise  of  the 
powers  of  provincial  legislatures  is  always  available, 
and  recourse  can  be  had  to  it  by  all  parties  who  con¬ 
sider  themselves  aggrieved  by  any  provincial  statute, 
and  who  are  of  opinion  that  the  same  was  invalid. 

As  an  indispensable  adjunct  to  the  great  Imperial 
measure  which  joined  the  British  provinces  in  North 
America  in  federal  union,  the  dominion  parliament  was 
empowered  by  the  one  hundred  and  first  section  of  the 
British  North  America  Act  to  ‘  provide  for  the  consti¬ 
tution,  maintenance,  and  organisation  of  a  general 
Court  of  Appeal  for  Canada.’  This  intention  of  the 
Imperial  Parliament  was  not  carried  out  until  1875, 
when  an  Act  was  passed  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Supreme  Court  for  the  dominion,  which  should  serve 
as  a  court  of  appeal  from  the  provincial  courts.11  An 
Exchequer  Court  was  also  created  possessing  original 
jurisdiction  in  revenue  causes,  and  other  cases  in  which 
the  Crown  is  interested,  the  judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  being  appointed  judges  of  the  Exchequer  Court, 
any  one  judge  sitting  alone  constituting  the  court.  In 
1876,  further  jurisdiction  was  conferred  upon  this  latter 
court  for  the  trial  of  suits  against  the  Crown  in  Canada 
by  petition  of  right."  The  constitution  of  the  Ex¬ 
chequer  Court  has  since  been  altered  and  its  jurisdic- 

‘  On  this  point  see  Can.  Law  T.  Court  of  Canada,  pp.  ix.  x.  See 
v.  3,  p.  343,  McLaren  v.  Caldwell.  ante ,  p.  308. 

u  Cassels’s  Practice  Supreme 
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tion  extensively  enlarged,  the  Supreme  Court  jurisdic¬ 
tion  remaining  strictly  appellate,  and  the  original  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Exchequer  given  to  a  judge  appointed 
specially  for  this  court  by  statute  50  &  51  Yict.  c.  16. 

By  the  Supreme  Court  Act  of  1875  the  Governor 
in  Council  is  empowered  to  refer  any  matters  whatso¬ 
ever  to  the  court  for  hearing  or  consideration ;  and  the 
judges  are  required  to  examine  and  report  upon  any 
private  bill,  or  petition  for  the  same,  that  may  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  them  by  the  Senate  or  House  of  Commons  of 
the  dominion.  And  by  the  Act  54  &  55  Yict.  c.  25,  the 
power  was  greatly  enlarged  of  reference  to  the  court 
for  opinion  of  the  judges ;  and  important  questions  of 
law  or  fact  touching  provincial  legislation,  appellate 
jurisdiction  relating  to  educational  matters,  constitu¬ 
tionality  of  any  legislation  of  Parliament  of  Canada,  ‘  or 
touching  any  other  matter  with  reference  to  which  he 
sees  fit  to  exercise  this  power,  may  be  referred  by  the 
Governor  in  Council  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  hearing 
or  consideration.’ 

In  1876  a  bill  to  incorporate  the  Christian  Brothers  as  a  com¬ 
pany  of  teachers  for  the  dominion  was  referred  by  the  Senate  for 
the  opinion  of  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  was  reported 
by  them  to  be  ultra  vires  of  the  federal  parliament,  as  infringing 
upon  the  exclusive  control  over  education  which,  by  the  ninety- 
third  section  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  is  vested  in  the 
provincial  legislatures/ 

[By  the  fifty-fifth  rule  of  the  Senate,  which  is  based  upon  the 
fifty-third  section  of  the  Supreme  Court  Act,  authority  is  given  at 
any  time  before  the  final  passing  of  a  private  bill  for  the  same  to 
be  referred,  by  order  of  the  House,  to  the  Supreme  Court,  to  examine 
and  report  thereon  upon  any  matter  on  which  the  Senate  desires  to 
be  informed.] 

In  1882  the  Quebec  Timber  Company,  already  incorporated  by 
imperial  authority  for  the  purpose  of  their  business  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  applied  for  corporate  powers  from  the  dominion  parlia¬ 
ment  to  enable  them  to  carry  on  their  business  throughout  the 
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T  Senate  Jls.  1876,  pp.  155,  206.  See  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  311. 
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dominion.  The  Senate  desired  to  know  whether  the  imperial 
incorporation  sufficed  ;  and,  if  so,  whether  Canadian  legislation  was 
permissible.  The  court  declined  to  answer  the  first  part  of  this 
question,  on  the  ground  that  the  point  might  come  before  them  for 
consideration  judicially  in  a  contested  case.w  But  they  affirmed  the 
right  of  the  dominion  parliament  to  incorporate  this  company  for 
dominion  objects.  They  also  stated  that  these  objects  were  of 
dominion  and  not  merely  of  provincial  concern,  so  that  the  bill  was 
within  the  dominion  jurisdiction,  and  out  of  the  exclusive  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Quebec  legislatures 

In  May  1882  the  Supreme  Court  judges,  in  giving  their  opinion 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate  in  regard  to  the  competency  of 
the  dominion  parliament  to  grant  an  act  of  incorporation  to  ‘  The 
Canada  Provident  Association,’  which  purposed  to  carry  on  business 
throughout  the  whole  dominion,  declined  to  express  an  opinion  upon 
certain  particular  clauses  of  the  bill  until  ‘  the  matter  should  be 
argued  before  the  court.’  y 

[It  seems  clear  that  while  trading  companies,  incorporated  either 
under  imperial  authority  or  by  dominion  statute,  have  a  status  in 
all  parts  of  the  dominion,  yet  that  the  jurisdiction  so  conferred  is 
practically  limited  to  the  act  of  incorporation.2  In  carrying  on  their 
business  all  such  companies  are  subject  to  the  control  of  the  local 
legislature  which  has  jurisdiction  over  ‘  property  and  civil  rights.’  a] 


It  is  also  provided,  by  tlie  Supreme  Court  Act,  that 
when  the  legislature  of  any  province  in  Canada  shall 
have  passed  an  act  agreeing  to  the  exercise  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  jurisdiction  in  controversies  between 
the  dominion  and  any  such  province,  or  between  any 
two  or  more  provinces,  or  in  suits  wherein  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  validity  of  a  dominion  or  provincial  statute 
is  material  to  the  decision  thereof,  then  the  Supreme 
Court  shall  exercise  jurisdiction  in  regard  to  such 


w  On  this  point  see  ante,  p.  220. 
x  Canada  Senate  Minutes,  1882. 
pp.  214,  244. 
y  lb.  p.  482. 

z  See  Can.  Stat.  87  Viet.  c.  49, 
in  relation  to  companies  and  insti¬ 
tutions  incorporated  without  the 
limits  of  Canada.  See  the  Telegraph 


Case,  C.  P.  R.  Ry.  Co.  v.  The  West¬ 
ern  Union  Tel.  Co.  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
p.  151. 

tt  See  Inspector  Hunter’s  Sum¬ 
mary  of  the  effect  of  the  Privy 
Council  Judgment  in  1881  on  Canada 
Insurance  Companies  Act,  Ont.  Sess. 
Pap.  1882,  pp.  6-17. 
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matters.  The  legislature  of  Ontario,  by  an  act  passed 
in  1877  (40  Yict.  c.  5),  authorised  and  confirmed  such 
references  to  the  Supreme  Court  on  behalf  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  of  Ontario. 

A  similar  act  was  passed  in  Nova  Scotia  in  1879,  c.  2,  and  by 
British  Columbia  in  1881,  c.  6,  but  amended  in  1882  by  statute 
c.  2.  Note  also  Quebec  statutes  1882,  c.  4,  and  Ontario  Act,  46 
Yict.  c.  6,  requiring  notice  to  be  given  to  the  dominion  minister  of 
justice  and  the  provincial  Attorney-General,  that  they  may  appear 
and  be  heard  before  any  court  pronounces  upon  the  validity  of  any 
dominion  or  provincial  statute.  When  the  validity  of  any  such 
statute  is  called  in  question  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
the  practice  of  that  Court  is  to  require  notice  to  be  given  to  the 
Attorney-General  of  the  province  or  of  the  dominion,  as  the  case 
may  require! 

Herein  consists  the  peculiar  value  and  importance 
of  a  Supreme  Court  in  a  colony  or  dominion  wherein  a 
federal  government  has  been  established.  Such  a  tri¬ 
bunal  is  available  for  the  determination  of  all  legal 
controversies  between  the  supreme  and  the  local  autho¬ 
rities,  and  especially  of  questions  resulting  from  the 
exercise  of  the  legislative  power,  whether  by  the  federal 
or  provincial  legislatures.  It  is  the  very  crown  and 
counterpoise  of  all  authority  entrusted  to  subordinate 
governments  by  imperial  law,  and  it  affords  a  constitu¬ 
tional  method  of  ascertaining  the  proper  bounds  and 
limitations  as  well  of  provincial  as  of  federal  rights.  It 
is  the  truest  and  most  effectual  safeguard  of  the  people 
against  the  abuse  of  powers,  either  on  the  part  of  the 
greater  or  lesser  body  upon  which  jurisdiction  has  been 
conferred.  Independent  of  party  conflicts,  and  superior 
tovthe  corrupt  influences  by  which  all  legislatures  are 
liable  to  be  assailed,  a  Supreme  Court  conveys  an  ele¬ 
ment  of  stability  and  of  respect  for  the  supremacy  of 
law  not  otherwise  attainable  in  political  institutions.  It 
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b  Can.  Stat.  54  &  55  Viet.  cli.  25,  sec.  37,  §  3. 
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is  likewise  a  guarantee  for  the  impartial  administration 
of  justice,  and  for  the  maintenance  of  sound  principles 
of  government,  without  which  popular  institutions 
would  easily  degenerate  into  an  instrument  of  oppres¬ 
sion.  Such  advantages  have  already  accompanied  the 
establishment  of  a  Supreme  Court  for  the  dominion  of 
Canada.  Since  the  creation  of  this  court,  it  has  already 
determined  several  weighty  and  intricate  questions  of 
constitutional  law,  wdierein  a  conflict  of  opinion  and  of 
powers  had  arisen  between  the  local  and  the  federal 
authorities.0 

For  example,  mention  may  here  be  made  of  several  important 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court — in  addition  to  the  cases  cited  in 
the  note  to  the  preceding  paragraph — one  of  which  disposes  of  the 
question  of  the  validity  of  a  provincial  enactment,  and  the  other 
confirms  a  statute  passed  by  the  dominion  parliament,  which  had 
occasioned  much  litigation,  and  had  been  adjudicated  upon,  in 
contrary  ways,  by  several  provincial  courts. 

In  January  1879  the  Superior  Court  of  the  province  of  Quebec 
decided  that  the  dominfon  controverted  Elections  Act  of  1874,  which 
imposed  certain  duties  upon  the  judges  of  that  court  for  the  trial  of 
election  petitions  against  the  return  of  members  elected  to  serve  in 
the  dominion  House  of  Commons,  was  within  the  competency  of  the 
dominion  parliament,  under  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867  - 
notwithstanding  that,  by  the  ninety-second  section  of  this  act' 

*  exclusive  powers  ’  are  conferred  upon  the  provincial  legislatures  to 
make  laws  respecting  ‘  the  administration  of  justice  ’  in  the  re 
spective  provinces,  ‘  including  the  constitution,'  maintenance  and 
organisation  of  provincial  courts,  both  of  civil  and  of  criminal 
jurisdiction.’ 

This  court  held  that,  while  the  dominion  parliament  could  not 
alter  the  ‘  constitution  ’  of  provincial  courts,  or  enlarge  their  powers 
even  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  try  election  petitions  as 
aforesaid,  yet  that  these  courts  were  already  competent  to  undertake 
such  duty,  as  they  possessed  civil  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine 


c  See  especially  the  judgment  on 
the  question  of  queen’s  counsel, 
ante,  p.  336;  the  judgment  on  the 
powers  of  local  legislatures,  post, 
p.  691 ;  the  judgment  on  clerical 
interference  at  elections,  ante,  p.  425, 


the  judgment  of  the  validity  of  the 
Canada  Temperance  Act,  post,  p. 
549,  and  the  judgment  noted’  in 
Dominion  Liquor  LicenseCase,  post 
pp.  549-555. 
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*  all  civil  matters  ’  arising  within  the  province.  And  inasmuch  as 
the  dominion  parliament  was  undoubtedly  competent,  by  the  express 
authority  of  the  Imperial  act,  to  create  a  new  Court  for  the  trial  of 
controverted  elections  (a  privilege  of  which  it  had  actually  availed 
itself  by  an  act  passed  in  1873,  and  since  repealed)  it  was  equally 
empowered,  instead  thereof,  at  its  discretion,  to  assign  to  the  judges 
of  existing  courts  judicial  duties  for  the  determination  of  such 
questions,  the  same  not  being  inconsistent  with  their  primary  and 
ordinary  functions,  but  rather  being  services  which  they  were 
specially  qualified  to  render  on  behalf  of  the  dominion.d 

This  doctrine  had  previously  been  affirmed  by  the  Ontario  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  in  December  1878,  the  judges  unanimously 
agreeing  that  the  Election  Trials  Act  of  1874  was  binding  upon 
them.e  It  was  also  approved  by  the  Court  of  Review  at  Montreal, 
in  1875,  in  two  distinct  cases.f  An  elaborate  judgment  to  the 
same  effect  was  rendered  by  the  Quebec  Provincial  Court  at  St. 
Hyacinthe  and  Sorel.  On  a  motion  to  appeal  therefrom,  made 
before  the  Court  of  Appeals  at  Montreal,  as  also  upon  other  similar 
occasions,  Chief  Justice  Sir  A.  A.  Dorion  vindicated  the  right  of 
the  dominion  parliament  to  impose  the  duty  of  trying  federal 
election  petitions  upon  provincial  courts.  He  asserted  that  the 
dominion  parliament,  when  legislating  upon  matters  within  its 
jurisdiction,  could  impose  duties  upon  any  subjects  of  the  Queen  in 
the  dominion,  whether  they  were  officials  of  provincial  courts,  other 
officials,  or  private  citizens.® 

The  validity  of  the  dominion  Election  Trials  Act  of  1874  was  thus 
confirmed  by  the  weight  of  judicial  authority.  But  inasmuch  as 
decisions  to  the  contrary  effect  had  been  given  by  several  learned 
judges,  the  question  was  appropriately  submitted  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  dominion,  upon  an  appeal  from 
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d  Chief  Justice  Meredith,  in 
Langlois  et  al.  v.  Valin.  It  should 
be  stated,  however,  that  in  three 
other  actions  brought  before  the  Su¬ 
perior  Court  at  Quebec,  in  January 
1879,  wherein  the  same  question 
was  substantially  raised,  two  deci¬ 
sions,  adverse  to  the  constitutional¬ 
ity  of  the  dominion  statute  were 
rendered  by  different  judges,  and 
but  one  confirming  the  law  as  ex¬ 
plained  by  C.  J.  Meredith.  Belan¬ 
ger  et  al.  v.  Caron  ;  Dubuc  et  al.  v. 
Vallee;  Guay  et  al.  v.  Blanchet, 
Quebec  Law  Bep.  v.  5,  Nos.  1  and  2. 


In  April  1879  Judge  McCord,  in 
the  Superior  Court  of  Montmagny, 
likewise  gave  judgment  against  the 
dominion  statute.  Ib.  v.  5,  p.  191. 

e  Ontario  Com.  Pleas  Rep.  v. 
29,  p.  261. 

f  Lower  Can.  Jur.  v.  20,  pp.  77, 

86. 

s  Bruneau  v.  Massue,  L.  C.  Jxu’- 
ist,  v.  23,  p.  60.  The  same  point 
arose  in  other  cases  before  the  Court 
of  Appeal,  which  were  not  reported; 
but  the  decisions  uniformly  sustained 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  as  ren¬ 
dered  by  Chief  Justice  Dorion. 
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the  judgment  of  Chief  Justice  Meredith  in  the  case  of  Valin  v. 
Langlois. 

On  Oct.  28,  1879,  the  Supreme  Court,  in  judgments  delivered  by 
all  the  judges  present,  unanimously  agreed  to  dismiss  the  appeal 
with  costs,  thereby  confirming  the  constitutionality  of  the  dominion 
statute,  upon  grounds  equally  applicable  to  all  the  provinces. 

The  court  were  of  opinion  that,  under  the  British  North  America 
Act,  the  exclusive  legislative  power  of  the  provincial  assemblies 
was  limited  and  confined  to  the  subjects  specifically  assigned  to 
them.  And  that  all  other  powers  of  legislation  for  the  welfare  and 
good  government  of  the  dominion,  including  what  is  specially  as¬ 
signed  to  the  dominion  parliament,  but  not  so  as  to  restrict  the 
generality  of  the  supreme  authority  conferred  upon  the  same  by  the 
Imperial  statute,  were  expressly  and  exclusively  conferred  upon  the 
Parliament  of  Canada.  In  fact,  the  authority  of  the  federal  power 
over  the  matters  left  under  its  control  is  exclusive,  full,  and  abso¬ 
lute  ;  but  with  regard  to  the  matters  embraced  in  sub-section  1 6 
of  section  92,  left  to  the  provincial  legislatures,  their  authority 
cannot  be  construed  as  being  similarly  full  and  exclusive,  when,  by 
such  construction,  the  federal  power  over  matters  specially  left  under 
its  control  would  be  lessened,  restrained,  or  impaired. 

That,  in  matters  which  concern  the  election  of  their  members, 
the  dominion  House  of  Commons  had  undoubted  and  exclusive 
jurisdiction.  It  was  therefore  competent  to  parliament  to  transfer 
to  the  civil  tribunals  in  the  several  provinces,  having  superior 
original  jurisdiction,  cognisance  of  all  rights  arising  out  of  election 
petitions;  and  that  in  so  doing  there  was  no  invasion  or  encroach¬ 
ment  whatever  upon  the  rights  of  local  legislatures.  And  that,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  parliament  may  transfer  such  cognisance  absolutely,  it 
may  do  so  qualifiedly  or  sub  modo,  by  defining  the  mode  in  which 
the  cognisance  shall  be  exercised;  which,  by  prescribing  the  mode  of 
procedure,  is  what  was  actually  done.  Neither  is  such  prescribing 
of  the  mode  of  procedure  an  encroachment  upon  the  rights  of  the 
local  legislatures;  for  the  fourteenth  sub-section  of  the  ninety-second 
section  of  the  British  North  America  Act  must  plainly  be  read  as 
conferring  upon  the  local  legislatures  the  right  to  prescribe  pro 
cedure  only  in  such  civil  matters  as  were,  by  the  preceding  sub¬ 
section,  placed  under  their  exclusive  control. 

That  the  dominion  parliament  is  at  liberty  either  to  create  new 
courts,  when  public  necessity  may  require  it,  for  the  better  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  laws  of  Canada  ;  or  to  assign  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  existing  courts  any  further  matters  appropriate  to  their  sphere 
of  duty.  For,  when  legislating  within  its  proper  bounds,  the 
dominion  parliament  is  clearly  competent  to  require  existing  courts, 
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in  the  respective  provinces,  and  the  judges  of  the  same,  who  are 
appointed  by  the  dominion,  paid  by  the  dominion,  and  removable 
only  by  address  from  the  dominion  parliament,  to  enforce  their 
legislation.  Such  an  exercise  of  authority  constitutes  no  invasion 
of  the  rights  of  the  local  legislatures. 

That  the  exclusive  power  of  the  local  legislatures  to  make  laws 
in  relation  to  ‘  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  province  ’  must 
necessarily  be  read  in  a  restricted  and  limited  sense  ;  because  many 
matters  which  directly  involve  property  and  civil  rights  are  legiti¬ 
mately  and  without  question  affected,  controlled,  and  guarded  by 
dominion  legislation.  The  competency  of  the  local  legislatures  to 
make  laws  respecting  civil  rights  is  confined  to  those  ‘  civil  rights  ’ 
which  are  not  affected  by  dominion  powers  of  legislation,  and  do  not 
come  within  the  scope  of  the  same.  Moreover,  it  is  expressly  pro¬ 
vided,  in  the  ninety-first  section  of  the  British  North  America  Act, 
that  any  matter  coming  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  assigned 
to  the  exclusive  authority  of  the  dominion  parliament  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  come  within  the  class  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private 
nature  comprised  in  the  enumeration  of  the  subjects  assigned  by 
this  act  to  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of  the  provinces.*1 

It  is  provided  by  section  94  of  the  British  North  America  Act 
that  if  the  dominion  parliament  desire  uniform  legislation  in  ‘  any 
of  the  laws  relative  to  property  and  civil  rights  in  Ontario,  Nova 
Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick  .  .  .  any  Act  of  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  making  provision  for  such  uniformity  shall  not  have  effect 
in  any  province  unless  and  until  it  is  adopted  and  enacted  as  law 
by  the  legislature  thereof.’ 

By  section  26  §  3  of  chapter  135  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Canada 


h  Canada  Supreme  Court  Rep. 
v.  3,  pp.  1-101 ;  judgments  delivered 
on  Oct.  28,  1879,  by  Chief  Justice 
Ritchie,  and  by  Judges  Fournier, 
Henry,  Taschereau,  and  Gwynne. 
On  Dec.  13, 1879,  the  Judicial  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Privy  Council  refused 
leave  to  appeal  against  this  decision, 
on  the  ground  that  their  lordships 
‘  entertain  no  doubt  ’  that  the  de¬ 
cision  was  correct  (L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
v.  41,  p.  662 ;  5  L.  R.  App.  115). 
A  similar  interpretation  of  the 
British  North  America  Act  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  masterly  judgment  of 
Mr.  Justice  Palmer  in  the  case  of 
The  Queen  v.  The  Mayor,  &c.  of 
Fredericton ;  Pugsley  &  Burbidge, 


N.  B.  Rep.  v.  3,  p.  146.  Although 
the  court  decided  against  Judge 
Palmer’s  views,  his  opinion,  as  has 
been  already  stated,  was  sustained 
on  appeal  by  the  dominion  Supreme 
Court  in  1880,  and  the  validity  of 
the  Canada  Temperance  Act  of  1878 
confirmed  (see  post,  p.  549).  See 
also  Wilson  in  Crombie  v.  Jackson, 
34  U.  C.  Q.  B.  Rep.  p.  579;  and 
Peek  v.  Shields,  31  U.  C.  C.  P.  p. 
112 ;  and  Doyle  v.  Bell,  32  U.  C. 
C.  P.  Rep.  p.  632;  and  judgment  of 
Privy  Council  in  Cushing  v.  Dupuy, 
5  L.  R.  App.  p.  409.  See  other 
cases  cited  in  Doutre,  Const,  of 
Canada,  p.  318. 
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the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  or  a  judge  of  that  court,  may  permit 
an  appeal  direct  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  without  any 
intermediate  appeal  being  had  to  the  provincial  Court  of  Appeal, 
other  than  from  the  province  of  Quebec. 

‘  With  respect  to  the  finality  of  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  it  has  been  decided  by  the  J udicial  Committee  that  no  appeal 
in  a  controverted  election  case  will  be  entertained  by  the  Privy 
Council.’ 1 


Benefit 

society. 


Liquida¬ 
tion  of  a 
society. 


The  following  precedents  will  further  explain  the 
circumstances  under  which  provincial  as  well  as  do¬ 
minion  enactments  have  been  reviewed  by  Canadian 
courts,  and  when  appealed,  by  the  Judicial  Committee 
of  the  Privy  Council,  since  confederation : 

In  November,  1870,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Montreal  decided  that 
an  act  passed  by  the  Quebec  legislature,  to  extend  the  powers  of  a 
benefit  society,  called  ‘The  Union  St.  Jacques  of  Montreal,’  so  as 
to  save  them  from  financial  embarrassment,  was  unconstitutional 
and  void,  inasmuch  as  it  trenched  upon  powers,  in  relation  to 
bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  exclusively  reserved,  by  the  British 
North  America  Act,  1867,  to  the  dominion  parliament.  This  judg¬ 
ment  was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  for  the  province 
of  Quebec.  But  on  July  8,  1874,  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  reversed  this  decision,  and  declared  the  act  in  question, 
as  dealing  with  a  ‘  matter  of  a  merely  local  or  private  ’  concern,  to 
be  within  the  competence  of  the  provincial  legislature.! 

On  the  other  hand,  in  February,  1880,  the  Court  of  Queen’s 
Bench  at  Montreal  decided  that  the  Dominion  Act,  42  Viet.  c.  48 
— respecting  liquidation  of  affairs  of  Building  Societies — was  ultra 
vires.  This  act  was  not  in  the  nature  of  an  insolvency  law,  as  it 
applies  to  all  such  societies,  solvent  or  otherwise.  It  therefore  came 


‘  Cassels’s  Supreme  Court  Prac. 
p.  86.  59  L.  T.  N.  S.  p.  279. 

J  Quebec  Stat.  33  Viet.  c.  58. 
L.  Can.  Jurist,  v.  15,  p.  212.  P.  C. 
App.  v.  6,  p.  31.  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
v.  31,  p.  111.  The  same  point  was 
raised  in  Dow  v.  Black ;  wherein 
the  judicial  committee  decided  that 
a  N  ew  Brunswick  statute,  empower¬ 
ing  majority  of  inhabitants  of  a 
parish  to  raise,  by  local  taxation, 
subsidy  in  aid  of  construction  of  a 
railway  which  had  been  declared  by 


the  provincial  Supreme  Court  to  be 
void,  as  being  in  excess  of  the 
powers  vested  in  the  provincial 
legislature  by  the  Imperial  Act,  was 
within  the  competency  of  that  legis¬ 
lature,  because  it  related  to  a  local 
matter  within  the  province.  (P.  C. 
App.  v.  6,  p.  272.)  See  other  de¬ 
cisions  upon  insolvency  legislation, 
cited  in  Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada, 
p.  174,  also  Russell  &  Chesley,  N.  S. 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  1,  p.  137 ;  Crombie 
v.  Jackson,  34  U.  C.  Q.  B.  p.  575. 
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within  the  limit  of  *  civil  rights,’  assignable,  by  the  British  North 
America  Act,  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  provincial  legis¬ 
latures.*5 

In  1871,  the  Ontario  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  confirmed  the 
validity  of  an  act  of  the  provincial  legislature,  passed  to  regulate 
tavern  and  shop  licenses,  which  imposed  the  penalty  of  imprison¬ 
ment  for  infringing  the  provisions  of  the  same.  Exception  had 
been  taken  to  this  act,  that  it  created  a  crime,  and  so  encroached 
on  the  powers  of  the  dominion  parliament  to  legislate  exclusively 
on  ‘  the  criminal  law.’  But  the  court  decided  that  the  provision  to 
which  exception  was  taken  was  justified  by  the  15th  sub-section  of 
section  92  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  which  empowered  the 
local  legislatures  to  enforce  any  law  they  were  competent  to  enact 
by  ‘  the  imposition  of  punishment  by  fine,  penalty,  or  imprisonment.’ 1 
But  in  a  subsequent  case  (which  was  reversed  on  appeal)  the  same 
court  decided  that  inasmuch  as  the  ‘  local  legislature  has  no  general 
or  plenary  power  of  legislating  on  criminal  law,  or  quasi  criminal 
matters  involving  corporal  punishment,  but  only  the  restricted  and 
limited  jurisdiction  allowed  by  the  Confederation  Act,’  the  power  to 
award  imprisonment  for  infraction  of  any  provincial  law  did  not 
include  the  power  to  add  to  the  sentence  the  further  penalty  of 
‘  with  hard  labour,’  as  this  would  be  in  excess  of  the  powers  of  the 
provincial  legislatures  under  the  British  North  America  Act.m  It 
was  further  decided,  by  the  same  court,  that  even  in  matters  within 
its  competency  the  local  legislature  has  no  power  to  delegate  its 
authority,  and  enable  a  board  or  any  other  authority  outside  their 
own  assembly  to  make  regulations,  create  offences,  and  annex 
penalties  for  their  infraction.11  This  it  will  be  seen  was  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  powers  exercised  by  the  provincial  legisla¬ 
ture  were  by  grant  or  delegation.  But  both  these  decisions'  (i.e. 
Regina  v.  Hodge  and  Regina  v.  Frawley)  were  reversed  on  appeal  by 
the  Ontario  Court  of  Appeal,  and  it  was  held  that  the  provincial 
legislature  had  power  to  delegate  its  authority  to  the  License  Com¬ 
missioners,  i.e.  certain  powers  in  order  to  the  carrying  out  of  its  own 
legislation  upon  particular  subjects  ;  and  that  the  provincial  legisla¬ 
ture  could  impose  the  punishment  of  hard  labour  in  addition  to 
imprisonment.0  This  doctrine  was  thus  enunciated  by  the  judicial 
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k  3  Legal  News,  p.  61.  ra  Regina  v.  Frawley,  U.  C.  Q.  B. 

1  Regina  v.  Boardman,  30  U.  C.  v.  46,  p.  153. 

Q.  B.  555.  Regina  v.  Howard,  ib.  n  Regina  v.  Hodge,  ib.  v.  46,  p. 
v.  45,  p.  346.  For  other  cases  de-  141. 

fining  limits  of  provincial  and  0  Ontario  App.  v.  7,  p.  246.  See 
dominion  legislation  in  relation  to  also  Roberts  v.  Climie,  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
punishment  of  crimes,  &o.,  see  v.  46,  p.  264. 

Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada,  p.  320. 
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committee  of  the  privy  council  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Burah, 
‘  The  Indian  legislature  has  powers  expressly  limited  by  the  act  of 
the  Imperial  parliament  which  created  it,  and  it  can,  of  course,  do 
nothing  beyond  the  limits  which  circumscribe  these  powers.  But, 
when  acting  within  those  limits,  it  is  not  in  any  sense  an  agent  or 
delegate  of  the  Imperial  parliament,  but  has,  and  was  intended  to 
have,  plenary  powers  of  legislation,  as  large,  and  of  the  same  nature, 
as  those  of  parliament  itself.’?  The  judgment  was  thus  affirmed  by 
the  Lords  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Hodge  v.  The  Queen.  ‘  The  very 
full  and  very  elaborate  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  contains 
abundance  of  precedents  for  this  legislation  entrusting  a  limited  dis¬ 
cretionary  authority  to  others,  and  has  many  illustrations  of  its 
necessity  and  convenience.  It  was  argued  at  the  bar  that  a  legis¬ 
lature  committing  important  regulations  to  agents  or  delegates 
effaces  itself.  That  is  not  so.  It  retains  its  powers  intact,  and 
can,  whenever  it  pleases,  destroy  the  agency  it  has  created  and  set 
up  another,  or  take  the  matter  directly  into  his  (its)  own  hands. 
How  far  it  shall  seek  the  aid  of  subordinate  agencies,  and  how  long 
it  shall  continue  them  are  matters  for  each  legislature,  and  not  for 
courts  of  law,  to  decide.’  ‘Under  these  very  general  terms,  “the 
imposition  of  punishment  by  imprisonment  for  enforcing  any  law,” 
it  seems  to  their  lordships  that  there  is  imported  an  authority  to 
add  to  the  confinement  or  restraint  in  prison  that  which  is  generally 
incident  to  it — “hard  labour”;  in  other  words,  that  “imprison¬ 
ment  ”  there  means  restraint  by  confinement  in  a  prison,  with  or 
without  its  usual  accompaniment,  “hard  labour.” A  Powers  granted 
by  a  local  legislature  to  a  municipality  to  make  by-laws  must  be 
construed  strictly,  and  cannot  be  exercised  so  as  to  discriminate 
between  different  persons  or  classes  of  individuals  at  the  mere 
discretion  of  the  municipality.1' 

In  January,  1878,  the  dominion  Supreme  Court  decided,  on  an 
appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Ontario  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench, 
that  the  act  of  the  Ontario  legislature  (37  Yict.  c.  32)  requiring 
brewers  to  take  out  a  license  for  the  sale  of  fermented  or  malt 
liquors  by  ivholescde,  was  not  within  the  competency  of  a  provincial 
legislature  ;  that  the  power  to  tax  and  regulate  the  trade  of  a 
brewer,  being  a  matter  of  excise,  and  the  raising  of  money  by 
‘  taxation,’  as  well  as  for  the  restraint  and  ‘  regulation  of  trade  and 
commerce,’  is  comprised  within  the  class  of  subjects  reserved,  by 
the  ninety-first  section  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  to  the 


p  3  L.  R.  App.  p.  904.  r  Jonas  v.  Gilbert,  Can.  Sup.  Ct„. 

q  Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  9  L.  R.  Rep.  v.  5,  p.  356. 

App.  pp.  132,  133. 
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exclusive  legislative  authority  of  the  dominion  parliament ;  and 
that  the  license  imposed  by  the  said  provincial  statute  was  a  re¬ 
straint  and  regulation  of  trade,  and  not  an  exercise  of  municipal  or 
police  power.  Under  the  ninety-second  section  of  the  Imperial 
Act,  local  legislatures  are  empowered  to  deal  exclusively  with  such 
licenses  only  as  are  of  a  local  or  municipal  description.  The  taxing 
power  of  a  provincial  legislature  (as  has  been  affirmed  by  the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  in  a  case  already  referred 
to  s),  is  confined  to  direct  taxation,  in  order  to  raise  a  provincial 
revenue  ;  and  to  the  grant  of  licenses  to  shops,  saloons,  taverns, 
auctioneers,  and  ‘  other  licenses,’  for  purely  municipal  and  local 
objects,  for  the  purpose  likewise  of  raising  a  revenue  for  provincial, 
local,  or  municipal  purposes.4  Moreover,  this  taxing  power  of  the 
local  government  must  not  be  exercised  so  as  to  encroach  upon,  or 
Jo  conflict  with,  the  taxation  in  aid  of  dominion  revenue,  which  is 
authorised  to  be  exclusively  imposed  by  the  federal  parliament.11 

In  October,  1879,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  gave 
an  opinion  adverse  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  Canada  Temper¬ 
ance  Act  of  1878,  one  of  the  judges  (Palmer)  dissenting. v  But 
upon  this  question  so  much  diversity  of  opinion  prevailed  that  it 
was  submitted  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  dominion,  as 
the  appropriate  tribunal  for  finally  adjudicating  upon  the  legality  of 
legislation  passed  either  by  dominion  or  provincial  authority.  In 
April,  1880,  the  court  decided  that  legislation  on  this  question — 
being  ultra  vires  of  the  provincial  legislatures,  because  dealing  with 
a  subject  not  ‘  exclusively  ’  assigned  to  provincial  control w — was 
clearly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  dominion  parliament ;  that  it 
was,  in  fact,  a  competent  ‘  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  ’  under 
sub-section  2  of  the  British  North  America  Act  of  1867,  section  91  ; 
and  also  that  by  virtue  of  the  Imperial  Act  aforesaid,  the  dominion 
parliament  possesses  plenary  powers  of  legislation  over  all  matters 
within  the  scope  of  its  jurisdiction,  which  powers  may  be  exercised 


s  Att.-Gen.  for  Quebec  v.  The 
Queen  Insurance  Co.,  3  L.  R.  App. 
1090.  See  post,  p.  557. 

*  Severn  v.  Regina,  Can.  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  v.  2,  pp.  70,  88,  97.  See 
the  decisions  in  N.  Brunswick  to 
.same  effect,  post,  p.  556.  See  also 
Regina  v.  Taylor,  36  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
p.  183 ;  City  of  Fredericton  v.  The 
Queen,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  505 ;  Russell 
v.  The  Queen,  7  L.  R.  App.  829 ; 
Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  9  L.  R.  App. 
117. 


u  2  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  Judge 
Fournier, pp. 130-133.  Judge  Henry, 
pp.  136-140. 

T  Pugsley  &  Burbidge,  N.  B. 
Rep.  v.  3,  p.  139. 

w  The  Courts  in  Quebec  have 
repeatedly  held  that  the  local  legis¬ 
latures  had  no  power  to  pass  a  pro¬ 
hibitory  liquor  law.  See  cases  cited 
in  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  3,  p.  517.  The 
New  Brunswick  Supreme  Court  has 
given  a  similar  decision.  Ib.  p.  543. 
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either  absolutely  or  conditionally,  and  may  be  enforced  in  par¬ 
ticular  districts  of  the  dominion  and  not  in  others,  at  the  discretion 
of  parliament.* 

On  June  23,  1882,  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council, 
reviewing  in  effect  the  decision  of  the  dominion  Supreme  Court, 
upon  the  validity  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  of  1878,  confirmed 
that  judgment,  and  declared  that  permissive  statute  to  be  within 
the  powers  of  the  dominion  parliament.?  The  Judicial  Committee, 
however,  were  careful  not  to  affirm  that  the  dominion  parliament 
had  alone  the  power  to  pass  a  prohibitory  liquor  law.  It  would 
appear  from  later  cases  that  the  right  possessed,  under  the  pro¬ 
vincial  laws,  before  and  after  confederation,  for  the  government 
of  municipalities,  warranted  corporations,  in  particular  cities  and 
towns,  in  passing  by-laws  to  regulate  or  prohibit  the  sale  of  intoxi¬ 
cating  liquors,  in  aid  of  the  preservation  of  good  order  in  such 
municipalities.  It  is  equally  clear  that  the  power  to  regulate  the 
issue  of  licenses,  in  order  to  raise  revenue  for  provincial  purposes, 
appertains  to  the  local  legislatures.  If  this  principle  be  maintained, 
it  affords  another  instance  of  the  existence  of  concurrent  legislation 
in  provincial  and  dominion  authorities  under  the  British  North 
America  Act.2  If  a  local  legislature  should  unduly  exercise  its 
lawful  powers  in  a  particular  instance,  the  remedy  must  be  sought 
in  the  exercise  by  the  central  government  of  the  constitutional  right 
of  disallowance.  On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  remembered  that 
it  is  within  the  exclusive  right  of  the  dominion  parliament  to  pro¬ 
mote  temperance  by  means  of  a  uniform  law  throughout  the  do¬ 
minion  ;  and  it  is  questionable  whether  this  right  may  be  interfered 
with  by  any  provincial  legislation.*1  Provincial  license  laws  have 
been  objected  to  by  the  dominion  government  on  this  ground,13  but 
the  point  has  not  been  always  insisted  upon. 

In  1883  the  dominion  parliament  passed  an  act  respecting  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  (46  Yic.  c.  30),  and  an  amendment  to 
the  same  in  the  following  year  (47  Yic.  c.  32),  as  a  measure  to 
promote  temperance  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  country. 

This  legislation  empowered  the  dominion  government  to  appoint 
a  board  of  commissioners  and  inspectors  for  the  supervision  and 


x  3  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  505. 
y  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  7  L.  R. 
App.  p.  829  ;  40  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
p.  889. 

z  Corporation  of  Three  Rivers 
v.  Suite,  5  Legal  News,  p.  331.  See 
also  Poulin  v.  City  of  Quebec,  7 
Quebec  L.  Rep.  p.  337  ;  6  Leg.  News, 


p.  214  ;  11  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  25; 
Dion  v.  Chauveau,  9  Quebec  L.  Rep. 

p.  220. 

a  Russell  v.  The  Queen,  7  L.  R. 
App.  p.  841. 

b  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  141, 
pp.  3,  4,  11,  17,  19,  21,  26,  145,  184. 
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issue  of  licenses,  limiting  the  right  of  sale  of  liquor  throughout  the 
country  to  holders  thereof.  These  acts  sought  to  accomplish  the 
purpose  of  restriction  of  sale,  in  districts  not  favourable  to  absolute 
prohibition — obtainable  under  the  existing  Canada  Temperance  Act 
of  1878 — by  enabling  inhabitants  of  a  locality  to  veto  any  particular 
license,  also  limiting  the  number  of  places  where  sold,  and  in  per¬ 
mitting  smaller  districts  to  effect  a  similar  prohibition  to  that  which 
larger  districts  could  obtain  under  the  act  of  1878. 

Doubts  having  arisen  as  to  the  competence  of  the  dominion 
parliament  to  pass  such  legislation,  the  acts  were  thus  referred  by 
47  Vic.  c.  32,  sec.  26,  to  the  supreme  court  of  Canada  for  an  opinion 
on  their  validity  : 
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1.  Question.  Are  the  following  acts  in  whole  or  in  part  within  the 
legislative  authority  of  the  parliament  of  Canada,  namely : 

(1)  The  Liquor  License  Act,  1883  ; 

(2)  An  act  to  amend  the  Liquor  License  Act,  1883  ? 

2.  Question.  If  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  a  part  or  parts  only  of  said 
acts  are  within  the  legislative  authority  of  the  parliament  of  Canada, 
what  part  or  parts  of  said  acts  are  so  within  such  legislative  authority  ? 


The  case  was  argued  before  the  court,  several  of  the  provinces 
being  represented  by  counsel  as  contestants. 

In  answer  to  the  questions  submitted  for  determination  the 
court  pronounced  both  acts  ultra  vires  of  the  legislative  authority 
of  the  parliament  of  Canada,  except  in  so  far  as  the  said  acts  re¬ 
spectively  purport  to  legislate  respecting  those  licenses  mentioned 
in  section  seven  of  the  said  ‘Liquor  License  Act,  1883,’  which  are 
there  denominated  vessel  licenses  and  wholesale  licenses,  and  except 
also  in  so  far  as  the  acts  respectively  relate  to  the  carrying  into 
effect  of  the  provisions  of  the  ‘Canada  Temperance  Act,  1878.’ c 

By  petition  of  the  governor-general,  the  question  was  then  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council.  Accordingly, 
the  dominion  parliament  passed  an  act  (48  &  49  Vic.  c.  74)  sus¬ 
pending  such  portions  of  the  Liquor  License  acts  as  had  been 
declared  ultra  vires  by  the  supreme  court,  pending  the  decision  of 
the  privy  council. 

On  November  11,  1885,  the  case  came  before  the  committee, 
and  it  was  contended  by  counsel  for  the  dominion  d  that  in  effect 


c  Prior  to  1891  the  supreme 
court  followed  the  practice  of  the 
judicial  committee  of  the  privy 
council  in  dealing  with  cases  sub¬ 
mitted  for  consideration,  in  certify¬ 
ing  merely  an  opinion,  without 
assigning  reasons  for  conclusion,  as 


when  on  appeal.  This  practice  is 
now  altered  by  54  &  55  Vic.  c.  25, 
sec.  4,  requiring  the  court  to  give 
reasons  in  like  maimer  as  in  case 
of  judgment  upon  an  appeal. 

d  Sir  Farrer,  now  Baron,  Her- 
scliell. 
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the  acts  did  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  provincial  legis¬ 
lature,  in  the  issue  of  licenses  for  the  purpose  of  raising  revenue. 
For  by  their  provisions  the  money  derived  from  licenses  was  not  for 
dominion  revenue,  but  to  be  used  only  to  cover  expenses  of  the 
board  of  commissioners  and  inspectors  ;  as  it  was  required  that  any 
surplus  had  to  be  paid  over  to  the  revenues  of  the  province  where 
collected,  thus  not  interfering  with  provincial  rights.  That  in  de¬ 
termining  the  question  whether  any  matter  is  a  subject  within  the 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  province,  the  proper  course  is  first  to 
look  at  section  ninety- two  of  the  British  North  America  act,  and 
see  whether  it  comes  within  any  of  the  clauses  enumerated  there. 
Should  it  not  do  so,  then  there  is  an  end  of  the  contention  that  it 
is  within  the  exclusive  legislation  of  the  province.  But  even  if  it 
be  found  in  section  ninety-two  reference  must  be  made  to  section 
ninety-one,  and  if  there  also,  then  so  far  section  ninety-one  over¬ 
rides  and  limits  section  ninety-two.  That  if  the  acts  under  con¬ 
sideration,  as  a  general  regulation  of  the  traffic  in  intoxicating 
liquors  throughout  the  dominion,  fell  within  the  class  of  subjects 
‘  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,’  it  would  not  signify  if  it 
did  or  did  not  come  within  section  ninety-two.  There  being 
nothing  in  section  ninety-two  exclusively  committed  to  the  pro¬ 
vincial  legislature,  which  precludes  this  action  of  the  dominion  par¬ 
liament  from  dealing  with  intemperance  as  an  evil  affecting  the 
dominion  at  large,  in  restricting  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors, 
and  making  them  subject  to  conditions  calculated  to  limit  their 
sale,  by  means  of  these  acts,  purporting  to  deal  with  the  whole 
dominion  through  a  uniform  law.  That  sections  ninety-one  and 
ninety-two  are  not  mutually  exclusive ;  section  ninety-one  over¬ 
riding  ninety-two.  That  section  ninety-one  does  not  exclusively 
commit  to  the  provincial  legislatures  all  the  regulations  and  limita¬ 
tions  of  the  liquor  traffic  in  their  provinces  as  established  conclu¬ 
sively  by  decision  in  Bussell  v.  The  Queen.  That  no  one  of  the 
subheads  of  section  ninety-two  points  specifically,  clearly  or  dis¬ 
tinctly,  to  any  dealing  with  regulation  of  trade,  other  than  for  the 
‘  raising  of  a  revenue ;  ’  while  assuming  that  every  regulation  of 
trade  and  commerce  would  not  necessarily  be  within  section  ninety  - 
one,  yet  the  dominion  government  had  the  power  in  the  matter 
of  regulation  of  trade,  having  for  its  object  the  peace,  order,  and 
good  government  of  the  country.  That  whatever  limitation  is 
put  on  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,  it  should  not  be  of 
such  a  character  as  to  exclude  from  the  power  of  the  dominion 
parliament  any  law  relating  to  trade  and  commerce  which  it  con¬ 
siders  necessary  for  the  peace,  order,  and  good  government  of  the 
country. 
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The  counsel  for  the  provincial  governments e  claimed  that  the 
acts  were  precisely  similar  in  character  and  nature  ;  concurrent 
and  identical  in  legislation  with  the  Ontario  Liquor  License  Act  of 
1877,  in  question  in  Hodge  v.  The  Queen,  which  had  been  declared 
to  be  within  the  exclusive  legislative  functions  of  the  province.  He 
argued  that  ‘  “  the  ninety-first  section  gives  power  for  the  Queen, 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate  and  house  of  commons, 
to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  order,  and  good  government  of  Canada, 
in  relation  to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects 
by  this  act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  legislatures  of  the  provinces,” 
and,  therefore,  if  the  act  in  question  is  a  matter  which  is  assigned 
exclusively  to  the  legislatures  of  the  provinces,  that  is  to  say,  if  it 
comes  within  section  ninety-two,  then  the  dominion  parliament 
cannot,  under  those  general  words  of  “making  laws  for  peace, 
order,  and  good  government,”  make  any  law  in  respect  of  that 
matter.  But  all  the  enumerated  matters  in  section  ninety-one  are 
subject  to  those  words,  in  relation  to  all  matters  not  coming  within 
“  the  classes  of  subjects  by  this  act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  legis¬ 
latures  of  the  province,”  the  whole  section  being  governed  by  these 
words.  And  that  the  enumerated  articles  in  section  ninety-one 
are  only  an  illustration  inserted  for  greater  certainty,  but  that 
those  words  to  which  I  referred  govern  the  whole  of  the  section, 
and  therefore  if,  for  example,  they  make  regulations  as  to  trade  or 
commerce,  they  must  make  such  regulations  as  will  not  infringe 
upon  the  exclusive  power  of  legislation  over  the  matters  mentioned 
in  section  ninety-two,  and  that  the  regulations  made  under  the  powers 
given  by  section  ninety-one  must  be  such  as  do  not  interfere  with 
the  exclusive  jurisdiction  given  to  the  legislatures  of  the  provinces 
by  section  ninety-two.  How  are  those  enumerated  articles  in 
section  ninety-one  introduced  1  “  And  for  greater  certainty,  but  not 
so  as  to  restrict  the  generality  of  the  foregoing  terms  of  this 
section,  it  is  hereby  declared  that,  notwithstanding  anything  in  this 
act,  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of  the  parliament  of  Canada 
extends  to  all  matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  next 
hereafter  enumerated  ;  ”  that  is  to  say  that  the  enumerated  articles 
are  inserted  for  greater  certainty,  showing  what  is  included  in  peace, 
order,  and  good  government  of  Canada.  But  the  whole  section  is 
governed  by  the  words,  in  relation  to  all  matters  not  coming  within 
the  classes  of  subjects  exclusively  given  to  the  provincial  legis¬ 
latures. 

‘  Then,  coming  to  the  last  words  of  section  ninety-one,  “  And  any 
matter  coming  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects  enumerated  in 
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this  section  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within  the  class  of  matters 
of  a  local  or  private  nature  comprised  in  the  enumeration  of  the 
classes  of  subjects  by  this  act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  legislature 
of  the  provinces.”  I  understand  those  words  to  mean — and  I  sub¬ 
mit  the  true  construction  and  bearing  of  them  is  this — that  the 
legislatures  of  the  provinces  cannot  legislate  on  any  of  the  enume¬ 
rated  matters  for  their  own  provinces  under  the  pretence  or  under 
the  contention  that  the  legislation  is  of  a  provincial  or  local  character. 
To  give  an  illustration  of  what  is  meant,  “  bankruptcy  and  insol¬ 
vency  ”  is  one  of  the  matters.  It  is  number  twenty-one.  I  should 
admit  that  the  provincial  legislature,  the  legislature  of  Ontario, 
could  not  pass  a  bankruptcy  act  for  the  province  of  Ontario  on  the 
allegation  or  suggestion  that  it  was  of  a  local  character  confined  only 
to  the  province  ;  that  that  is  a  class  of  subjects  upon  which  the 
dominion  parliament  has  the  exclusive  jurisdiction,  and  that  this 
section  was  intended  to  prevent  the  legislatures  of  the  provinces 
legislating  on  matters  included  in  section  ninety-one,  on  the  mere 
suggestion  that  the  legislation  was  of  a  local  character  confined  only 
to  the  province,  and  that,  I  venture  to  submit,  is  the  meaning  of 
those  words.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  equally  true  that  the 
dominion  parliament  cannot  legislate  on  matters  which  are  included 
in  section  ninety-two  on  the  suggestion  or  contention  that  the 
legislation  is  for  the  whole  of  Canada.  If  I  can  show  that  the 
matter  is  exclusively  assigned  to  the  provincial  legislatures  by  sec¬ 
tion  ninety-two,  then  the  dominion  parliament  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  legislate  on  those  matters  on  the  suggestion  that  they  pass  a 
general  act  which  is  applicable,  not  only  to  the  provinces,  but  also 
to  the  whole  of  Canada.  To  take  an  illustration  in  the  same  way — 
“  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  province  ” — I  apprehend  it  would 
not  be  competent  for  the  parliament  of  Canada  to  pass  a  general  act 
applicable  to  the  whole  of  the  dominion,  to  say  that  real  estate,  for 
example,  shall  vest  in  the  executors  of  deceased  pei’sons  instead  of 
the  next  heir,  on  the  mere  suggestion  that  that  was  an  act  which 
was  applicable  to  the  whole  of  the  dominion.  .  .  .  That  the  juris¬ 
diction  to  legislate  for  the  peace  and  order  of  Canada  is  subject  to 
the  exception  of  those  matters  which  are  exclusively  confined  to  the 
legislatures  of  the  province.  That  under  the  guise  of  passing  a 
general  act  for  the  whole  of  Canada  it  attempts  to  legislate  by  the 
creation  of  what  may  be  called  local  and  municipal  licensing  bodies, 
giving  them  restricted  local  jurisdiction,  and  those  matters  are  exclu¬ 
sively  given  to  provincial  legislatures.  You  must  give  a  construction 
of  these  large  words,  “the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,”  which 
shall  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  legislative  powers  which  are 
exclusively  given  to  the  provincial  legislature  under  section  ninety- 
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one  .  .  .  and  to  say  that  they  do  not  include  the  authority  to 
make  local  regulations  and  enforce  minute  local  regulations  of 
particular  trades  by  means  of  local  bodies.’ 

The  privy  council  reported  to  her  Majesty  ‘  as  their  opinion  in 
reply  to  the  two  questions  which  have  been  referred  to  them  by 
your  Majesty,  that  the  Liquor  License  act,  1883,  and  the  act  of 
1884  amending  the  same,  are  not  within  the  legislative  authority  of 
the  parliament  of  Canada.  The  provisions  relating  to  adulteration, 
if  separated  in  their  operation  from  the  rest  of  the  acts,  would  be 
within  the  authority  of  the  parliament ;  but,  as  in  their  lordships’ 
opinion  they  cannot  be  so  separated,  their  lordships  are  not  prepared 
to  report  to  your  Majesty  that  any  part  of  these  acts  is  within  such 
authority.’ f 

But  a  test  case  from  Ontario,  ‘  Huson  v.  the  Corporation  of  the 
Township  of  South  Norwich,’  involving  the  question  as  to  whether 
a  province  has  the  right,  concurrently  with  the  dominion,  to  legis¬ 
late  on  prohibition  of  intoxicating  liquors,  is  now  before  the  Supreme 
Court. 

In  this  case  a  by-law  was  passed  in  the  township  named  under 
statutory  provisions,  prohibiting  the  retail  sale  of  liquors.  The 
High  Court  of  Justice  gave  judgment  in  April  1891,  quashing  the 
by-law  ;  but  the  Court  of  Appeal,  on  10  May,  1892,  reversed  this 
judgment.  The  case  was  taken  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
where  it  has  been  argued,  and  now  (June  1893)  stands  for  judg¬ 
ment. 

In  1874,  and  again  in  1875,  acts  of  the  Nova  Scotia  legislature 
incorporating  steamship  companies  were  declared  to  be  ultra  vires 
by  the  dominion  minister  of  justice,  because  they  professed  to  allow 
the  ships  to  run  beyond  the  limits  of  provincial  jurisdiction.®  But 
local  governments  have  been  declared  by  the  Privy  Council  to  be 
competent  not  only  to  authorise  the  construction  of  local  works, 
but  also  to  raise  by  local  taxation  a  subsidy  to  promote  the  con¬ 
struction  of  works  deemed  to  be  of  local  advantage.11 

In  December,  1877,  the  Superior  Court  of  Quebec  decided  that 
the  provincial  legislature  had  not  power  to  declare  the  salaries  of 
employes  of  the  dominion  government  to  be  liable  to  seizure  ;  and 

f  According  to  the  practice  of  her  Majesty  as  to  allowance  or  dis- 
the  committee  of  the  privy  council,  allowance. 

_ under  3  &  4  Wm.  IV.  c.  41,  sec.  g  Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada,  p. 

4 _ an  opinion,  without  reasons  at-  234.  See  Nova  Scotia  Assem.  Jls. 

tached,  is  given  by  their  lordships  18S3,  App.  No.  15. 

when  deciding  cases  submitted  tor  h  Queen  v.  Dow,  1  Pugsley,  p. 

consideration,  involving  intricate  300 ;  overruled  on  appeal,  6  L.  R. 

questions  of  law,  but  not  brought  on  P.  C.  p.  272. 

appeal,  accompanied  with  advice  to 
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that  so  much  of  the  5th  section  of  the  Provincial  Act,  38  Viet.  c.  12, 
as  required  a  return  to  be  made  in  regard  to  public  officers,  was  not 
applicable  to  an  officer  appointed  by  the  dominion  government, 
although  he  resided  in  the  city  of  Montreal  in  the  capacity  of  col¬ 
lector  of  inland  revenue  for  the  federal  government.1 

In  March,  1878,  the  Ontario  Court  of  Appeal,  reversing  a  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench,  held  that  a  provincial  legisla¬ 
ture  is  not  competent,  under  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867, 
to  impose  a  tax  upon  the  official  income  of  an  officer  of  the  dominion 
government,  or  to  confer  power  to  this  effect  upon  a  municipality  ; 
and  that  a  section  of  an  Ontario  statute  which  authorised  the 
levying  of  assessments  on  salaries  of  dominion  officials  was  ultra 
vires j 

To  the  same  effect,  in  February  1881,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  Brunswick  decided  that  the  income  of  a  dominion  customs’ 
officer  residing  in  St.John  was  not  subject  to  taxation  for  municipal 
purposes. k 

In  March,  18*8,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia  in  equity 
gave  judgment  in  a  case  respecting  the  Windsor  and  Annapolis 
Rail  way ,  that  the  claim  of  the  dominion  government  that  this  road 
was  ‘  public  property  of  the  dominion  ’  gave  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  a  right  to  legislate,  but  only  so  as  ‘  to  dispose  of  the  interest 
it  had  in  such  property.’  But  as  this  railway  was  ‘wholly  within 
the  province  it  could  only  be  dealt  with  generally  by  the  local 
legislature.1  This  case  was  taken  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Nova  Scotia,  which  decided  (in  August  1878)  that  this  being  a 
local  work  the  dominion  statute,  1874,  c.  16,  was  ultra  vires.m  But 
on  appeal  to  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  upon  the 
validity  of  certain  legislative  proceedings  affecting  this  road,  it  was 
decided  that  the  dominion  statute  was  valid  and  within  the  com¬ 
petency  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  under  the  British  North 
America  act.n 

In  July,  1878,  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council _ 

affirming  judgments  of  the  Quebec  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  and 
Quebec  Superior  Court— decided  that  an  Act  of  the  Quebec  legis- 


1  L.  C.  Jurist,  v.  22,  p.  268. 

3  Leprohon  v.  The  City  of  Ot¬ 
tawa,  40  U.  C.  Rep.  p.  486.'  2  Ont. 
App.  Rep.  p.  522.  As  to  rule  of 
public  policy  which  forbids  one 
legislature  to  tax  the  officials,  &c., 
ot  another,  see  American  cases 
cited  in  this  case. 

k  Pugsley  &  Burbidge,  N.  B. 


Rep.  v.  4,  p.  487. 

1  Russell  &  Chesley,  Eq.  Ren. 
p.  288.  * 

m  Russell  &  Chesley,  N.  S.  Rep. 
v.  3,  p.  376.  See  also  Judge 
Ritchie’s  decision,  March  1880,  in 
N.  S.  Equity  Decisions,  p.  383. 
n  7  L.  R.  App.  Cas.  178. 
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lature  imposing  a  stamp  duty  upon  policies  of  assurance,  and  on 
receipts  and  renewals  thereof,  was  in  excess  of  the  powers  of  pro¬ 
vincial  legislatures  under  the  Imperial  statute,  it  being  virtually 
a  stamp  act,  and  not — as  it  purported  to  be — merely  a  license  act. 
It  did  not  impose  a  tax  on  taking  out  a  license  to  follow  the  business 
of  insurance — which  would  have  been  Avithin  the  competency  of  a 
provincial  legislature — but  it  imposed  a  tax  on  the  taking  out  of  a 
policy  of  assurance.  A  provincial  legislature  may  impose  ‘direct 
taxation  within  the  province  ’  for  revenue  purposes.  But  a  stamp 
duty  is  ‘  indirect  taxation,’  which  can  only  be  levied  by  authority  of 
the  dominion  parliament.  The  act  was  accordingly  declared  to  be 
ultra  vires  and  void.0 

In  March,  1882,  for  similar  reasons,  the  Quebec  Act,  43-44 
Viet.  c.  9,  imposing  stamp  duties  upon  law  papers  and  proceedings, 
was  declared  to  be  illegal  and  ultra  vires  by  the  Quebec  Superior 
Court  at  Montreal.?  The  decision  was  reversed  on  appeal  by  the 
Court  of  Queen’s  Bench,  Chief  J ustice  Dorion  dissenting. But  on 
appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  the  decision  of  the  Superior 
Court  was  confirmed,1'  and  subsequently  sustained  by  the  Privy 
Council. s 

In  September,  1878,  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia 
decided  that  an  Act  passed  by  the  provincial  legislature  in  the 
preceding  session,  requiring  every  Chinese  person  over  twelve  years 
old  to  take  out,  under  heavy  penalties,  a  license  every  three  months, 
for  which  ten  dollars  shall  be  paid  in  advance — in  lieu  of  the  custo¬ 
mary  taxation  payable  by  the  people  for  public  purposes — was 
ultra  vires  and  unconstitutional  ;  not  only  as  being  at  variance  Avith 
the  treaty  obligations  between  Great  Britain  and  China,  under 
which  Chinese  immigrants  into  any  part  of  the  Queen’s  dominions 
should  be  free  from  exceptional  burdens  and  disabilities,  but 
primarily  because,  under  the  British  North  America  Act,  it  apper¬ 
tains  to  the  dominion  parliament,  and  not  to  the  provincial  legisla¬ 
tures,  to  pass  laws  affecting  trade  and  commerce,  the  rights  of  aliens, 
and  the  obligation  of  treaties.1 
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0  Att.-Gen.  for  Quebec  v.  The 
Qireen  Ins.  Co.  3  L.  R.  App.  p.  1090. 
In  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the 
Peace  of  King’s  County,  a  section 
of  a  New  Brunswick  Act  was  de¬ 
clared  to  be  void,  as  being  beyond 
the  powers  of  the  local  legislature. 
2  Pugsley  Rep.  p.  535.  For  similar 
cases,  see  Regina  v.  Chandler,  1 
Hannay,  N.  S.  Rep.  p.  548.  Ex 
parte  Marks,  Unpubl.  Rep.  New 


BrunsAvick,  Hil.  T.  1872.  Regina 
v.  LaAvrence,  43  U.  C.  Q.  B.  164. 
p  Legal  News,  v.  5,  p.  101. 
q  lb.  p.  397.  L.  C.  Jurist,  v.  26, 
p.  331. 

r  Reed  v.  Att.-Gen.  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  p.  408. 

s  10  L.  R.  App.  p.141. 

1  Judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Gray, 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  Chinese 
Tax  Bill.  (Printed  by  order  of  Go- 
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By  two  judgments,  delivered  respectively  in  March  and  May, 
1879,  the  Ontario  Court  of  Appeals  gave  important  decisions  in  the 
construction  of  sub-section  two  of  the  ninety-first  section  of  the 
British  North  America  Act,  1867,  which  assigns  all  matters 
affecting  ‘  the  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce  ’  to  the  parliament 
of  the  dominion,  and  of  sub-section  eleven  of  the  ninety-second 
section  of  the  Act,  whereby  ‘the  incorporation  of  companies  with 
provincial  objects  ’  is  assigned  exclusively  to  the  legislatures  of  the 
provinces. 

The  judgments  above  mentioned  concerned,  firstly,  the  Citizens’ 
Insurance  Company,  which  had  been  incorporated  by  an  Act  of  the 
dominion  parliament  passed  in  1876  ;  secondly,  the  Western 
Assurance  Company,  which  was  incorporated  by  the  parliament  of 
Canada  before  confederation,  whose  charter  was  afterwards  amended 
by  the  dominion-  parliament ;  thirdly,  the  Queen’s  Insurance  Com¬ 
pany,  incorporated  under  the  Imperial  Joint  Stock  Companies’  Act. 
Cases  in  relation  to  these  companies  had  been  adjudicated  upon  by 
the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  of  Ontario,  and  were  submitted  after¬ 
wards  to  the  consideration  of  the  provincial  court  of  appeals. 

This  court  decided  that,  while  ‘  the  regulation  of  trade  and  com¬ 
merce  ’  in  Canada  was  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
dominion  parliament,  and  while  that  parliament  was  competent  to 
incorporate  companies  to  transact  insurance  business  throughout 
the  dominion,  with  liberty  to  enter  into  such  contracts  as  should 
come  within  the  designated  purposes  of  the  company,  yet  that  it 
had  no  power  to  confer  privileges  to  be  exercised  within  any  of  the 
provinces  except  with  their  assent  and  recognition,  and  could  not 
authorise  a  company  created  by  dominion  legislation  to  make  con¬ 
tracts  in  particular  provinces,  except  as  the  legislature  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  might  l-atify  and  approve.  The  Ontario  Act,  39  Yict.  c.  24, 
to  secure  uniform  conditions  in  policies  of  fire  insurance,  was  within 
the  competence  of  the  provincial  legislature.  For  any  provincial 
legislature  was  competent,  in  its  discretion,  to  exclude  a  dominion 
or  even  an  Imperial  corporation  from  entering  into  contracts  of 
insurance  within  the  limits  of  the  province,  and  might  exact  what¬ 
ever  security  it  should  deem  to  be  reasonable  for  the  performance 
of  its  contracts. 

Within  their  respective  limits  the  court  held  that  each  legisla¬ 
ture  is  supreme,  and  free  from  all  control  by  the  other. 

And  though,  by  a  dominion  statute,  the  general  powers  of  a 
company  previously  incorporated  are  capable  of  being  modified  or 


vernment;  see  Brit.  Columbia  Sess.  opening  B.  C.  Legislature,  Jan.  29, 
Papers,  1879.)  Brit.  Col.  Statutes,  1879.  See  further  on  this  subject, 
1878,  c.  35.  Governor’s  speech  on  ante,  p.  194. 
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enlarged,  such  company  is  not,  thereby,  removed  from  the  scope  of 
provincial  legislation  prescribing  conditions  incidental  to  its  con¬ 
tracting  within  the  limits  of  the  province.11 

In  the  interpretation  of  the  words  ‘trade  and  commerce,’  in  sec¬ 
tion  91  of  the  B.  N.  A.  Act,  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy 
council,  in  rendering  judgment  in  Citizens’  Insurance  Company’s  Case, 
construed  that  ‘  the  words  “  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce,”  by 
the  various  aids  to  their  interpretation  above  suggested,  they  would 
include  political  arrangements  in  regal’d  to  trade  requiring  the  sanc¬ 
tion  of  parliament,  regulation  of  trade  in  matters  of  inter-provincial 
concern,  and  it  may  be  that  they  would  include  general  regulation 
of  trade  affecting  the  whole  dominion.  Their  lordships  abstain  on 
the  present  occasion  from  any  attempt  to  define  the  limits  the 
authority  of  the  dominion  parliament  in  this  direction.  It  is 
enough  for  the  decision  of  the  present  case  to  say  that,  in  their 
view,  its  authority  to  legislate  for  the  regulation  of  trade  and  com¬ 
merce  does  not  comprehend  the  power  to  regulate  by  legislation  the 
contracts  of  a  particular  business  or  trade,  such  as  the  business  of 
fire  insurance  in  a  single  province,  and,  therefore,  that  its  legislative 
authority  does  not  in  the  present  case  conflict  or  compete  with  the 
power  over  property  and  civil  rights  assigned  to  the  legislature  of 
Ontario  by  No.  13  of  section  92.’ x 

In  1880  the  Ontario  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  gave  judgment  in  a 
case  of  concurrent  legislation  by  the  federal  parliament  and  the 
local  legislature  in  reference  to  a  line  of  railway  situate  within  the 
province  of  Ontario.  The  question  whether  the  Act  of  the  domi¬ 
nion  parliament  was  intra  vires  was  incidentally  considered  by  the 
judges,  but  the  point  being  immaterial  to  the  question  at  issue,  it 
was  not  judicially  determined.^ 

In  July,  1881,  the  Ontario  Court  of  Appeal,  in  the  case  of  the 
Grand  Junction  Railway  from  Peterborough  to  Toronto,  decided 
that,  notwithstanding  previous  legislation  intended  to  give  this 
road  a  dominion  character,  inasmuch  as  its  amalgamation  with  the 
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u  43  U.  C.  Q.  B.  Rep.  p.  265. 
4  Ont.  App.  Rep.  pp.  96,  103,  281. 
Decisions  confirmed  on  appeal  to 
Supreme  Court,  Canada,  v.  4,  p.  215, 
by  Privy  Council,  7  L.  R.  App.  p.  96; 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  v.  45,  p.  721.  See 
Devlin  v.  Queen’s  Insurance  Co.  46 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  Rep.  p.  611 ;  see  Bill- 
ington  v.  Prov.  Ins.  Co.  24  Grant 
Ch.  Rep.  p.  299 ;  3  Can.  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  p.  182 ;  Beard  v.  Steele,  34 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  Rep.  p.  43;  Dear  v. 


Western  Ass.  Co.  41  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
p.  553.  See  cases  in  Doutre,  Const, 
of  Canada,  p.  266. 

x  Citizens’  Insurance  Co.  7  L. 
R.  App.  p.  113. 

y  Be  Grand  Junction  Railway 
Co.  et  al.  U.  C.  Q.  B.  v.  45,  p.  302. 
Nevertheless,  upon  appeal  the  court 
decided  against  the  validity  of  the 
Dominion  Act.  See  also  ante,  p.  556. 
Also  Booth  v.  McIntyre,  Ont.  C.  P. 
Rep.  v.  31,  p.  183. 
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Grand  Trunk  had  not  been  effected,  it  was  purely  a  local  work,  and 
not  the  proper  subject  for  dominion  legislation.2 

On  December  12,  1879,  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  of  Ontario 
decided  that  under  the  Municipal  Act  city  councils  may  pass  by¬ 
laws  to  prevent  the  sale  of  certain  articles  in  markets,  public  streets, 
and  vacant  lots  adjacent  thereto.  This  was  held  to  be  a  matter  of 
municipal  government  within  the  powers  of  local  legislatures,  and 
not  an  interference  with  dominion  rights  to  ‘  regulate  trade  and 
commerce.’ a  To  the  same  effect  the  Superior  Court  at  Montreal,  in 
two  judgments  in  1876  and  in  1879,  affirmed  the  right  of  the  pro¬ 
vincial  legislature  to  authorise  cities  to  make  by-laws  imposing 
license  taxes  on  the  sale  of  meat,  &c.,  elsewhere  than  in  the  public 
markets.b 

On  May  31,  1879,  in  the  case  of  Ross  v.  Torrance,  Judge  John¬ 
son,  sitting  in  the  Superior  Court,  Montreal,  decided  that  the  power 
claimed  by  the  city  of  Montreal  to  impose,  by  way  of  a  penalty,  10 
per  cent,  interest  on  overdue  taxes,  and  which  had  been  enforced 
under  the  authority  of  an  Act  of  the  Quebec  legislature  passed  in 
1878,  was  illegal,  notwithstanding  that  such  a  power  had  been 
lawfully  conferred  by  the  provincial  parliament  of  Canada  prior  to 
confederation.0  But  this  case  has  been  overruled  by  a  more  recent 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  in  1891,  in  Lynch  v.  The 
Canada  N.-W.  Land  Company.  By  the  Municipal  Act  of  Manitoba 
provision  is  made  whereby  persons  in  the  cities  paying  taxes  before 
December  1,  and  in  rural  districts  on  the  31st  of  the  same  month, 
are  allowed  10  per  cent,  discount ;  after  those  dates  until  March  1 
the  taxes  are  payable  at  par,  and  after  March  31  a  rate  of  10  per 
cent,  is  levied  on  the  original  amount.  It  was  held  by  this  court, 
reversing  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  ‘that  the  10  per  cent, 
added  on  March  1  is  only  an  additional  rate  or  tax  imposed  as  a 
penalty  for  nonpayment,  which  the  local  legislature,  under  its 
authority  to  legislate  with  respect  to  municipal  institutions,  had 
power  to  impose,  and  it  was  not  “  interest  ”  within  the  meaning  of 
section  91  of  the  British  North  America  Act.  Ross  v.  Torrance 
(2  Legal  News,  186)  overruled.’'1 

In  February,  1880,  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council 
held  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Quebec  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench) 
that  the  transference  of  a  federal  railway — the  Quebec,  Montreal, 
Ottawa,  and  Occidental  railway — with  its  property,  rights  and 
powers,  by  deed  confirmed  by  an  Act  of  the  Quebec  legislature,  to  the 
Quebec  Government,  and  through  it  to  a  new  company  subject  to 

*  Ont.  App.  v.  6,  p.  339.  c  2  Legal  News,  p.  186. 

a  44  U.  C.  Q.  B.  Rep.  p.  G43.  <l  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  204. 

b  L.  C.  Jurist,  24,  pp.  259,  263. 
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provincial  control,  was  invalid,  and  that  such  a  transaction  required 
an  Act  of  the  dominion  parliament  to  give  it  effect.® 

In  1879,  it  was  decided,  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  that  a  license  granted  by  the  minister  of  marine  and  fisheries 
of  the  dominion  of  Canada  —  pursuant  to  the  Canada  statute 
(31  Viet.  c.  60)  for  the  regulation  of  the  fisheries — -authorising 
certain  persons  to  fish  in  fresh- water  rivers  in  New  Brunswick, 
was  illegal.  The  court  were  of  opinion  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
several  provincial  legislatures,  prior  to  confederation,  whilst  enacting 
necessary  laws  for  the  protection  of  fisheries,  had  always  scrupu¬ 
lously  abstained  from  any  interference  with  the  right  of  property  of 
the  riparian  owners  in  the  fish,  it  was  therefore  not  competent  for 
the  dominion  parliament,  in  legislating  under  the  authority  of  the 
ninety-first  section  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  in  regard  to 
‘the  sea-coast  and  inland  fisheries,’ in  the  dominion,  to  assume  a 
greater  power  than  the  legislatures  of  the  different  provinces  had 
been  accustomed  to  exercise.  The  Canada  Act  (31  Viet.  c.  60) 
could  not  be  construed  to  authorise  the  grant  of  leases  in  fresh¬ 
water  rivers  where  such  rights  did  not  already  exist;  and  any  lease 
granted  by  the  dominion  minister  of  marine  and  fisheries  to  fish  in 
fresh-water  rivers  which  are  not  the  property  of  the  dominion,  or 
in  which  the  soil  is  not  in  the  dominion,  is  accordingly  null  and 
void.  For  the  British  North  America  Act  is  distributive  merely 
in  respect  to  powers  of  legislation  exercisable  by  the  dominion  par¬ 
liament  and  by  the  local  legislatures  respectively ;  and  the  dominion 
parliament  may  not  entrench  upon  property  and  civil  rights  which 
are  under  the  guardianship  and  subject  to  the  power  of  the  local 
legislatures,  except  to  the  extent  that  may  be  required  to  enable  par¬ 
liament  ‘to  work  out  the  legislation  upon  the  particular  subjects 
specially  delegated  to  it.’ f 

But,  with  regard  to  this  exception,  it  is  important  to  observe 
that  by  a  decision  of  the  Privy  Council  (in  the  case  of  Cushing  v. 


e  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  p.  414  ;  5  L.  R. 
App.  p.  381.  See  Can.  Act,  36  Yict. 
c.  82,  under  which  this  railway  was 
first  converted  into  a  dominion  work, 
and  specially  sections  5,  6,  and. 7, 
substituting  dominion  for  provincial 
legislation  for  the  direction  and 
control  of  the  road.  In  proof  of 
legality  of  this  proceeding  see  Regina 
v.  O’Rourke,  1  Ont.  Rep.  p.  464. 

f  Steadman  v.  Robertson,  2 
Pugsley  &  Burbidge,  p.  580.  See 
also  to  same  effect,  Robertson  v. 


Steadman,  3  Pugsley,  p.  621 ;  Phair 
v.  Venning,  Can.  L.  T.  v.  3,  p.  317. 
This  decision  was  substantially  con¬ 
firmed  by  a  judgment  in  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Exchequer  Court  in  Oct.  1880, 
in  Robertson  v.  The  Queen ;  the 
decision  as  given  in  the  text  was 
upheld,  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  6,  pp. 
52-143.  See  a  protest  of  the  New 
Brunswick  H.  of  Assem.  against 
proposed  dominion  legislation  on 
this  subject  at  variance  with  these 
decisions,  Assem.  Jls.  1883,  May  2. 
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Dupuy)  it  is  declared  to  be  a  necessary  implication  that  the 
Imperial  statutes,  in  assigning  to  the  dominion  parliament  the  sub¬ 
jects  of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  intended  to  confer  on  it  legisla¬ 
tive  power  to  interfere  with  property,  civil  rights,  and  procedure 
within  the  provinces,  so  far  as  a  general  law  relating  to  those  subjects 
might  affect  them.  Such  legislation,  upon  any  subject  within  the 
prescribed  powers  of  the  dominion  parliament,  would  not  infringe 
on  the  exclusive  powers  given  to  the  provincial  legislatures.®  On 
the  other  hand,  upon  the  same  principle,  but  in  confirmation  of 
the  exercise  of  provincial  powers,  in  a  matter  of  civil  rights,  it 
was  held  by  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  in  Montreal  (confirming 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below)  that  the  Pharmacy  Act  of  1875 
was  not  ultra  vires  of  the  local  legislature,  although  it  trenched 
incidentally  on  the  subject  of  trade  and  commerce  assigned  to  the 
dominion  parliament.11  The  impossibility  of  defining  by  a  rule  of 
general  application  what  may  be  or  may  not  be  infra  vires  of  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  or  of  the  local  legislatures  is  well  stated  by 
Chief  J ustice  Ritchie  in  the  case  of  the  Queen  v.  Robertson.1  The 
learned  Chief  Justice,  however,  proceeds  to  point  out  the  nearest 
approach  to  such  a  rule  for  reconciling  apparently  conflicting  legisla¬ 
tive  powers  under  the  British  North  America  Act,  which  can  be 
gathered  from  judicial  interpretations.  The  Privy  Council,  in  affirm¬ 
ing  the  legality  of  the  Canada  Temperance  Act  of  1878,  also 
enunciated  a  broad  rule  of  interpretation  on  this  subject.! 

On  March  24,  1882,  the  Quebec  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench,  in  the 
case  of  ‘  The  Colonial  Building  and  Investment  Association,’  in¬ 
corporated  by  dominion  statute  37  Viet.  c.  103,  reversed  the 
decision  of  the  Superior  Court,  which  had  dismissed  the  petition  on 
the  ground  that  the  object  of  the  Act  was  to  create  a  building 
society  for  provincial  purposes,  which  could  not  be  effected  without 
the  aid  of  the  provincial  legislature  and  in  contravention  of  the 
Building  Acts  of  the  province,  and  the  company  was  therefore 
illegally  formed  and  incorporated.  In  November,  1883,  on  appeal 
to  the  Privy  Council,  the  judgment  of  this  Court  was  reversed  and 
that  of  the  Superior  Court  affirmed,  on  the  contention  that  though 
the  Company  had  hitherto  thought  fit  to  confine  its  operations  to 
one  province,  that  fact  could  not  affect  its  status  or  capacity  as  a 


®  5  L.  R.  App.  409.  See  Beau- 
soleil  v.  Frigon,  1  Quebec  Q.  B. 
Rep.  p.  70  ;  also  Peek  v.  Shields,  6 
Ont.  App.  Rep.  639.  See  ante ,  pp. 
299  and  545. 

h_  See  Bennett  v.  The  Pharma¬ 
ceutical  Association  of  Quebec,  4 


Legal  News,  125 ;  also  Jones  v. 
Canada  Central  Railway  Co.  in  re¬ 
lation  to  local  legislation  on  property 
and  civil  rights,  46  U.  C.  Q.  B.  250. 
'  6  Can.  Slip.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  110. 

J  46  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  889.  See 
Can.  L.  T.  Sept.  1882,  pp.  424,  425. 
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corporation,  as  it  had  been  incorporated  with  powers  to  carry  on  its 
business  throughout  the  dominion,  powers  that  could  alone  be 
conferred  by  the  dominion  parliament.1' 

On  January  23,  1885,  on  appeal  from  the  Quebec  Superior 
Court,  nine  cases  were  submitted  to  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench, 
instituted  by  the  Revenue  Inspector  of  the  district  of  Montreal, 
five  of  which  were  against  banks,  the  others  against  insurance, 
manufacturing,  railway,  and  navigation  companies,  to  recover  taxes 
imposed  under  an  Act  of  the  Quebec  legislature,  45  Yict.  c.  22, 
entitled  ‘  An  Act  to  impose  certain  direct  taxes  on  certain  com¬ 
mercial  corporations.’  Six  of  the  above  companies  were  incorporated 
by  the  dominion  parliament,  or  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  British 
North  America  Act,  one  incorporated  in  England  and  two  in  the 
United  States.  In  the  court  below  the  actions  in  the  five  bank 
cases  were  dismissed  by  Mr.  J ustice  Rainville,  on  the  contention  that 
the  tax  imposed  under  the  Act  was  not  a  direct  tax,  and  therefore 
beyond  the  power  of  the  provincial  legislature  to  levy  ;  while  the 
four  other  cases  were  maintained  by  Mr.  Justice  J ctte  and  Mr. 
Justice  Mathieu  on  an  opposite  conclusion,  that  the  tax  was  a  direct 
tax  within  the  meaning  of  section  92,  §  2,  of  the  British  North 
America  Act.  The  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  confirmed  the  decision 
of  the  four  appeals,  and  reversed  Mr.  J  ustice  Rainville’s  judgment 
in  the  five  bank  appeals.1  On  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council  in  June, 
1887,  the  judgment  of  the  Queen’s  Bench  was  sustained,  and  their 
lordships  held  the  Act  of  the  provincial  legislature  in  question  to 
be  intra  vines,  and  that  the  tax  on  banks  doing  business  in  the 
province  is  a  direct  tax  within  sub-section  2  of  section  92  of  the 
British  North  America  Act,  the  meaning  of  which  is  not  restricted 
in  this  respect  by  either  sub-section  2,  3,  or  15  of  section  91  j  the 
same  equally  applying  to  insurance  companies.111 

Similar  cases,  wherein  the  validity  of  Acts  passed  by  provincial 
legislatures  has  been  pronounced  upon  by  Canadian  courts  of  law, 
have  already  been  reviewed  in  other  parts  of  this  volume,  and  need 
not,  therefore,  be  specially  cited  in  this  section.  It  will  be  sufficient 
to  refer  to  the  case  of  the  School  Acts  passed  by  the  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  legislature  \ n  to  the  Ontario  and  Quebec  statutes  for  the 
union  of  Presbyterian  churches  ;  0  to  the  Goodhue  Estate  Act,  also 
passed  by  the  legislature  of  Ontario  ;p  and  to  the  Ontario  Executive 
Power  Case.  ^ 


Constitu¬ 

tional 

decisions. 

Taxation 
of  banks 
and 

insurance. 


Special 

cases 

reviewed 

elsewhere. 


k  Att.-Gen.  v.  Colonial  Building 
and  Investment  Society,  9  L.  R. 
App.  p.  165. 

1  1  Q.  B.  Montreal,  L.  R.  p.  199. 
m  Bank  of  Toronto  v.  Lambe,  12 


L.  R.  App.  p.  575. 
n  See  ante,  p.  458. 
0  Tb.  p.  481, 
p  lb.  p.  526. 

<i  lb.  p.  367. 
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Dominion 
and  pro¬ 
vincial 
taxation. 


A  comparison  of  the  sections  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  1867,  in  relation  to  the  powers  of  taxa¬ 
tion  conferred  upon  the  dominion  parliament  and  upon 
the  provincial  legislatures  respectively — together  with 
the  decisions  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  thereon — leads  to  the  conclusion  that,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  apparent  contradiction  between  sub-section 
3  of  section  91  and  sub-sections  2  and  9  of  section  92, 
and  notwithstanding  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  section 
91,  the  dominion  parliament  is  empowered  to  raise 
revenue  by  any  mode  of  taxation,  whether  direct  or 
indirect,  provided  that  such  revenue  is  intended  to  be 
applied  solely  for  dominion  purposes ;  while,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  provincial  legislatures  are  only  com¬ 
petent  to  impose  direct  taxation  within  their  jurisdic¬ 
tion  for  provincial  purposes,  and  to  authorise  the  issue 
of  licenses  for  the  carrying  on  of  any  particular  busi¬ 
ness  or  trade  within  the  province,  ‘  in  order  to  the 
raising  of  a  revenue  for  provincial,  local,  or  municipal 
purposes.’  They  may  also  annex  conditions  to  the 
exercise  of  any  business  or  trade  within  the  province.1' 
On  this  principle  it  was  contended  that  the  tax  on  com¬ 
mercial  corporations  imposed  by  the  Quebec  Statute, 
45  Yict.  c.  22,  was  a  ‘direct  tax’  within  the  com¬ 
petency  of  the  provincial  legislature ;  and  that  the  cor¬ 
porations  affected  thereby,  whether  they  derived  their 
existence  and  powers  from  an  Imperial,  a  dominion,  a 
foreign,  or  a  provincial  source,  were  equally  liable  to 
taxation  upon  all  their  business  transactions  within  the 
province.  But  this  position  was  impugned  by  the  de¬ 
cision  in  Larnbe  v.  The  Ontario  Bank,  hereinafter  cited. 
The  only  limitations  upon  this  principle,  as  yet  ascer¬ 
tained  by  judicial  authority,  are  the  following  : 

Angers  v.  The  Queen  Insurance  sons  v.  The  Insurance  Co.  7  L.  E 
Co.  3  L.  R.  App.  Cas.  p.  1090 ;  Dow  App.  p.  96. 
v.  Black,  6  L.  R.  P.  C.  p.  272 ;  Par- 
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1.  That  while  a  provincial  legislature  is  competent  dominion 
to  impose  a  direct  tax  or  to  require  a  license  to  be  vinciai 
taken  out  for  the  carrying  on  of  a  retail  trade,  it  would  taxation- 
be  an  infringement  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  the 
dominion  parliament  4  for  the  regulation  ol  tiade  and 
commerce’  for  a  provincial  legislature  to  require  a 
license  in  the  case  of  a  wholesale  business. s 

2.  Agreeably  to  decisions  by  several  provincial 
courts,  by  the  dominion  Supreme  Court,  and  by  the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  a  local  legisla¬ 
ture  may  not  pass  a  law  to  prohibit,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  the  manufacture  or  sale  of  spirituous  liquors, 
for  this  would  be  an  infringement  of  the  supreme 
powers  for  the  regulation  of  trade.  It  has  been  asseited 
that  4  the  only  provincial  prohibitory  Liquor  Law  now 
in  force  is  a  clause  in  the  Nova  Scotia  license,  under 
which  the  municipal  council  can  refuse  to  grant ,  any 
licenses,  a  power  which  has  been  extensively  used. 

To  revert  to  provincial  powers  of  taxation.  By  a 
judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  of  Montreal  in  May 
1883,  in  Lambe  v.  The  Ontario  Bank,  it  was  decided 
that  the  tax  imposed  on  banks  by  the  Quebec  Act, 

45  Viet.  c.  22,  is  an  indirect  tax.  Being  on  the  fran¬ 
chise,  and  affecting  a  dominion  corporation  of  which 
the  shares  are  only  in  part  owned  by  residents  m 
Quebec,  it  is  not  4  taxation  within  the  province.  And 
it  interferes  with  exclusive  federal  powers  regarding 
4  Banks  and  Banking.’ a 

Por  the  distinction  between  a  license  to  carry  on  a 
particular  trade,  which  may  be  authorised  by  a  pro¬ 
vincial  legislature,  and  a  tax  or  stamp  duty  on  business 
done — which  is  ultra  vires  of  such  legislatures  see 
.ante,  p.  557,  and  see  Report  of  Inspector  Hunter  on 
Insurance  in  Ontario  in  1882/  To  a  similar  effect,  it 


s  See  cases  cited  ante,  p.  548. 

1  Com.  Pap.  1883,  v.  45,  p.  557. 


u  Legal  News,  v.  6,  p.  158. 

v  Ontario  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  21. 
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Dominion  was  held  by  C.  J.  Spragge  that  sub-section  9  of  sec- 
vinciai°  tion  92  of  British  North  America  Act  is  cumulative  to 
powers.  sub-section  8  ;  they  both  authorise  provincial  legisla¬ 
tion  in  relation  to  licenses  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
a  revenue  and  for  the  regulation  of  matters  of  police. w 

The  power  of  the  dominion  parliament  to  pass  a 
general  law  of  nuisance,  as  incident  to  its  right  to 
legislate  as  to  public  wrongs,  or  to  pass  a  general  pro¬ 
hibitory  liquor  law,  as  incident  to  a  similar  right,  is 
not  incompatible  with  a  right  in  the  provincial  legisla¬ 
tures  to  authorise  a  municipal  corporation  to  pass  a 
by-law  against  nuisances  hurtful  to  public  health,  or  to 
pass  by-laws  to  restrain  or  diminish  intemperance,  as 
incidental  to  municipal  institutions d 

But  it  has  since  been  decided,  by  the  highest  judicial 
tribunal,  that  while  it  is  competent,  by  local  authority, 
to  make  reasonable  police  regulations  to  restrain  intem¬ 
perance,  for  the  preservation  of  good  order  in  particular 
municipalities,  yet  that  it  appertains  to  the  parliament 
of  the  dominion  alone,  under  the  power  given  to  it  to 
regulate  trade  and  commerce,  to  prohibit  the  traffic  in 
intoxicating  liquors  in  the  dominion  or  in  any  part 
thereof/ 

ase  l'"/!  a  curious  case  arose  in  British  Columbia,  touching  the 

authority  and  jurisdiction  of  the  local  legislature  over  provincial 
couits.  In  a  case  submitted  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  province, 
commonly  called  the  Thrasher  Case,  the  judges  unanimously  declared 
that  the  Supreme  Court  is  not  a  provincial  court  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  14th  sub-section  of  section  92  of  the  British  North 
America  Act  :  that  the  local  legislature  has  no  control  over  its 
pi  ocedure,  and  1  cannot  itself  make  rules  to  govern  the  procedure 
of  the  court,  or  delegate  the  power  to  the  Lieutenant-Governor  in 
Council  to  do  so.  .  .  .  That  in  these  respects  three  provincial  Acts 
enumerated  are  ultra  vires.’  This  judgment  was  rendered  on 


w  Reg.  v.  Hodge,  Ont.  App.  Rep. 
v.  7,  p.  246. 

x  Suite  and  the  City  of  Three 
Rivers;  Pillow  and  the  City  of 


Montreal,  6  Leg.  News,  p.  210. 

y  Griffith  v.  Rioux,  Leg.  News, 
v.  6,  p.  211. 
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February  10,  1882.z  Its  contention  at  once  raised  an  issue  between 
the  court  and  the  local  legislature  that  required  to  be  determined 
by  the  highest  judicial  authority.11 

Meanwhile,  the  legislature  resented  this  denial  of  its  competency 
to  pass  the  Acts  in  question,  and  proceeded  to  give  effect  to  its 
convictions  by  another  enactment,  establishing  and  constituting  a 
new  court,  to  be  called  the  ‘  Provincial  Superior  Court  of  Queen’s 
Bench,’ which  should  have  jurisdiction  and  powers  identical  with 
those  of  the  existing  ‘  Supreme  Court.’  As  soon  as  the  Governor- 
General  shall  have  appointed  a  chief  justice  of  British  Columbia, 
and  four  puisne  judges,  this  Act  would  come  into  force.  Then  the 
present  officers  of  the  Supreme  Court  would  be  transferred  to  the 
new  court,  and  proceedings  pending  in  the  former  carried  on  to 
completion  in  the  latter.  On  and  after  December  1,  1882,  all 
provincial  grants  for  the  administration  of  justice  within  the  pro¬ 
vince  ‘  shall  be  expended  solely  towards  the  maintenance  of  courts 
constituted  by  this  Act.’ b 

In  June,  1883,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  dominion,  in  reply  to 
queries  submitted  to  their  hearing  and  consideration  by  the  Gover¬ 
nor-General  in  Council,  declared  their  opinion  that  the  Supreme 
Court  of  British  Columbia  was  a  provincial  Court  within  the  meaning 
of  sub-section  14  of  section  92  of  the  British  North  America  Act  : 
that  the  legislature  of  the  province  had  exclusive  authority  over 
procedure  in  civil  matters  in  said  court,  and  could  make  rules  to 
govern  the  same,  and  delegate  such  power  to  the  Lieutenant- 
Governor  in  Council.  Furthermore,  the  court  were  of  opinion  that 
the  particular  local  Acts  above  referred  to,  so  far  as  they  relate  to 
procedure  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia,  were  within 
the  legislative  authority  of  the  local  legislature  ;  and  that  the 
Judicial  District  Act,  1879,  was  equally  valid,  and  applied  to 
judges  appointed  before  that  Act  came  into  force.0 


Dominion 
and  pro¬ 
vincial 
powers. 


Thrasher 

case. 


z  British  Col.  Sess.  Pap.  1882, 
p.  358.  The  Thrasher  Case  printed 
in  Victoria,  B.  C.  1882. 

a  In  answer  to  similar  objections 
urged  by  the  judges  against  the 
British  Columbia  Act  of  1879,  c.  12, 
the  dominion  minister  of  justice 
had  sustained  the  validity  of  the 
statute  (Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No. 
141,  p.  204).  In  England  the  Rules 
of  Court  are  made  by  a  committee 
of  judges  and  must  be  laid  before 
Parliament.  They  are  liable  to  be 
annulled  on  an  Address  to  Her 


Majesty  from  either  House.  Wil¬ 
son’s  Prac.  Judicature,  ed.  1888,  p. 
79. 

b  British  Columbia  Stat.  1882, 
c.  3.  For  articles  on  this  contro¬ 
versy,  see  Can.  L.  J.  for  April  to 
July,  and  Can.  L.  T.  July  and  Dec. 
1882. 

c  This  is  in  accordance  with  the 
factum  in  the  Thrasher  Case,  which 
was  prepared  on  behalf  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  and  submitted  to  the  dominion 
Supreme  Court.  Sess.  Pap.  B.  C. 
1883,  p.  403. 
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Dominion 
and  pro¬ 
vincial 
powers. 

Ontario 
j  udicature 
acts. 


Judiciary. 


In  May,  1883,  the  British  Columbia  legislature  repealed  the 
Provincial  Superior  Court  Act,  1882.d 

By  the  Ontario  Judicature  Act,  44  Viet.  c.  5,  the  existing 
superior  courts  in  the  province  are  united  and  consolidated  into 
one  High  Court  of  Justice  for  Ontario.  But  the  courts  formerly  in 
operation  are  not  abolished  by  such  new  constitution  ;  they  are 
expressly  declared  to  be  continued  under  the  new  appellation  of  the 
High  Court.e  Moreover,  by  the  eighty-seventh  section  of  the  Judi¬ 
cature  Act  aforesaid,  it  is  provided  that  ‘  matters  connected  with 
dominion  controverted  elections  ’  shall  not  be  affected  by  this  Act  ; 
in  other  words,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  several  superior  courts  in 
Ontario,  of  which  the  High  Court  of  Justice  is  composed,  shall 
continue  to  be  exercised  as  formerly  in  respect  to  dominion  contro¬ 
verted  elections.  This  principle,  after  some  conflicting  decisions, 
has  been  finally  established  by  the  courts/ 

By  the  British  North  America  Act,  section  96,  the  Governor- 
General  appoints — and  by  section  100  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
fixes  and  provides  the  salary  of — all  judges  in  the  provinces  of  the 
superior,  district,  and  county  courts  (except  Probate  Court  judges 
in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  who  are  appointed  by  provin¬ 
cial  authority).  But  as,  by  sub-section  14  of  section  92,  the  provin¬ 
cial  legislatures  make  laws  for  the  administration  of  justice  in  the 
province,  including  the  constitution,  Ac.,  of  provincial  courts,  it  has 
been  decided  that  they  may  appoint  judges  to  existing  provincial 
courts  not  included  in  the  above  enumeration,  as,  for  example, 
judges  to  division  courts.  It  has  been  usual  to  empower  the 
county  court  judges  to  preside  at  division  courts.  But  as  the 
provincial  legislature  gives  them  a  statutory  commission  to  hold 
such  courts,  they  should  be  equally  competent  to  appoint  others  to 
do  the  work.s  The  dominion  government,  however,  have  objected 
to  the  exercise  of  such  powers  by  the  provincial  legislatures,  so  far, 
at  least,  as  they  claim  to  extend  the  jurisdiction  of  division  courts, 
the  judges  of  which  are  conceded  to  be  of  provincial  appointment, 
or  to  encroach  upon  the  powers  specially  assigned  to  the  dominion 
parliament/ 

Furthermore,  the  dominion  government  objected  in  1883  to  the 


d  B.  C.  Statutes,  46  Viet.  c.  7 ; 
and  see  B.  C.  Assy.  Jls.  1883,  p.  10. 
e  Ont.  C.  P.  Bep.  v.  32,  p.  398. 
f  In  re  North  York,  West  Huron 
and  Russell  Election  Cases.  Judge 
Cameron’s  decisions,  Sept,  and  Oct. 
1882,  32  C.  P.  Rep.  p.  458 ;  1  Ont. 
Rep.  p.  433-442 ;  and  see  Mitchell 


v.  Cameron,  Can.  L.  T.  v.  3,  p.  446 ; 
Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  8,  p.  126. 

s  See  Regina  v.  Bennett,  Ont. 
Rep.  v.  1,  p.  459 ;  Wilson  v.  Mc¬ 
Guire,  ib.  v.  2,  p.  118. 

h  See  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No. 
141,  pp.  17,  28,  41,  193,  198,  207. 
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appointment  by  the  Lieutenant-Governor,  under  a  provincial  Act, 
of  Gold  Commissioners,  either  for  the  whole  province  or  for  any  dis¬ 
trict  therein,  who  shall  preside  over  a  court  or  courts  to  be  esta¬ 
blished  in  mining  districts.  ‘  The  appointment  of  a  judge  performing 
high  judicial  functions,  whose  appointment,  under  the  British  North 
America  Act,  1867,  should  be  made  by  the  Governor- General  in 
Council,  is  in  effect  to  be  made  by  the  Lieutenant-Governor.’  ‘  Legis¬ 
lation  thus  offending  against  the  constitutional  principles  ’  laid  down 
by  the  Imperial  statute  aforesaid  ‘  should  not  be  allowed  to  go  into 
operation.’  Accordingly,  this  Act  was  disallowed.1 

In  the  Session  of  1888  the  Quebec  Government  passed  an  Act 
called  the  District  Magistrates  Act.  It  provided  for  the  abolition 
of  the  Circuit  Court  at  Montreal — presided  over  by  judges  of  the 
Superior  Court,  who  are  appointed  by  the  dominion  government — 
and  created  in  lieu  thereof  a  new  court,  to  be  known  as  the  ‘  Dis¬ 
trict  Magistrates’  Court.’  By  the  Act  in  question,  the  Lieutenant- 
Governor  was  empowered  to  appoint  to  this  court  two  justices,  at  a 
salary  of  $3,000  each,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  Consolidated  Revenue 
Fund  of  the  province,  who  were  to  be  styled  district  magistrates, 
and  were  to  be  irremovable  ‘except  on  the  joint  address  of  the 
Legislative  Council  and  Assembly.’  All  the  powers  and  jurisdiction 
hitherto  exercised  by  the  Superior  Court  judges,  in  their  capacity 
as  judges  of  the  Circuit  Court,  being  vested  in  these  magistrates, 
made  them  virtually  judges,  as  the  words  ‘  “  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court,”  “judge,”  or  “judges,”  whenever  referring  to  their  powers  and 
duties  respecting  matters  connected  with  the  Circuit  Court  sitting 
in  that  district  should  mean  the  district  magistrates  of  Montreal.’! 

This  Act  was  disallowed,  as  by  section  96  of  the  British  North 
America  Act  it  is  provided  that  judges  of  the  superior  and  dis¬ 
trict  courts  in  each  province  are  appointed  by  the  Governor-General ; 
by  section  99,  that  they  are  only  removable  by  the  Governor- 
General  on  address  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Commons  ;  and  by 
section  100,  that  their  salaries  are  fixed  and  provided  by  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada. 

The  powers,  therefore,  that  the  District  Magistrates  Act  sought 
to  confer  upon  the  Lieutenant-Governor  in  Council  were  in  excess 
of  the  powers  conferred  on  the  provincial  legislature  by  the  British 
North  America  Act,  and  were  an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  the 
dominion  parliament. 

To  meet  the  necessities  of  the  case,  the  Quebec  legislature,  acting 


1  Br.  Col.  Sess.  Pap.  1883,  p.  491.  tice  on  disallowance  of  the  Act,  Can. 
J  Report  of  the  minister  of  jus-  Sess.  Pap.  1889,  47c. 
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within  its  rights,  in  the  following  session  introduced  an  amendment 
to  the  law,  creating  a  Magistrates’  Court  for  the  district  of  Montreal  .k 

The  dominion  government  likewise  object  to  any  increase  to  the 
salaries  or  emoluments  of  the  judges  of  the  superior  or  of  the  county 
courts  being  made  by  the  provincial  legislatures,  and  the  Imperial  law 
officers  of  the  Crown  have  declared  any  such  legislation  to  be  ultra 
vires.1 

In  September,  1883,  it  was  held  by  the  Chancery  Division  of  the 
High  Court  of  Justice  for  Ontario,  that  the  dominion  Act,  31  Yict. 
c.  76,  for  taking  evidence  in  Canada  in  relation  to  civil  matters 
pending  before  courts  of  law  elsewhere  (and  which  was  made  appli¬ 
cable  to  criminal  matters  by  Canada  Act  of  1883,  c.  35)  is  not  ultra 
vires,  and  does  not  trench  upon  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  vested  in  the 
provincial  government  in  the  administration  of  justice  under  the 
British  North  America  Act,  section  92,  sub-section  14,  inasmuch 
as  evidence  so  taken  is  of  extra  provincial  pertinence,  and  is  not  a 
matter  relating  to  civil  rights  in  the  province.™ 

In  any  case  where,  in  the  distribution  of  powers  by 
the  British  North  America  Act,  certain  matters  are 
assigned  to  the  legislative  authority  of  the  dominion 
parliament,  it  is  not  competent  for  that  body  to  dele¬ 
gate  its  functions  to  the  local  legislature,  so  as  by  an 
absolute  grant  of  discretionary  power  to  enable  the 
local  authority  to  deal  with  the  matter  itself.  It  is 
otherwise,  however,  if  the  dominion  parliament  merely 
accepts  and  ratifies  arrangements  made  or  to  be  made 
in  accordance  with  its  own  legislation  on  the  subject. 
Where  plenary  powers  of  legislation  exist  as  to  par¬ 
ticular  subjects,  whether  in  an  Imperial  or  in  a  pro¬ 
vincial  legislature,  they  may  be  well  exercised  either 
absolutely  or  conditionally.  Legislation  on  the  use  of 
particular  powers,  or  on  the  exercise  of  a  limited  dis¬ 
cretion,  entrusted  by  the  legislature  to  persons  in  whom 
it  places  confidence,  is  no  uncommon  thing,  and  in 
many  circumstances  it  may  be  highly  convenient." 

k  Quebec  Stat.  1889,  c.  30.  J.  v.  19,  p.  315. 

1  P.E.  Island  Assem.  Jour.  1880,  n  C.  J.  Wilson  in  Regina  v. 
APP-  A.  O’Rourke,  Ont.  C.  P.  Rep.  v.  32,  p. 

m  Wetherell  v.  Jones,  Can.  Law  401 ;  C.  J.  Hagarty,  Ont.  Rep.  v.  1, 
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The  right  of  a  provincial  legislature,  in  a  particular 
matter,  to  delegate  its  own  authority  to  a  subordinate 
body  has  been  admitted,  but  not  without  dispute.  How¬ 
ever,  this  does  not  involve  a  further  power  in  the  body 
so  entrusted  with  delegated  functions  itself  to  depute 
others  to  fulfil  such  functions.0 

In  1884  a  controversy  arose  between  the  dominion  and  British 
Columbia  governments  in  regard  to  the  rights  in  the  gold  found  in 
the  forty-mile  belt  of  land  granted  by  British  Columbia  to  the 
dominion  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  the  construction  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway.  A  test  case  as  to  whether  the  precious 
metal  lying  within  the  forty-mile  belt  was  vested  in  the  Crown  as 
represented  by  the  dominion,  or  in  the  Crown,  as  represented  by 
the  provincial  government,  was  submitted  in  1886  to  the  Exchequer 
Court.  This  court,  by  consent  and  without  argument,  gave  judg¬ 
ment  in  favour  of  the  dominion  government.5  On  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  this  decision  was  affirmed,  on  the  contention  that  the 
land  in  question  was  not  given  by  grant  or  conveyance,  but  by  statu¬ 
tory  transfer  to  the  dominion  from  the  province  of  British  Columbia, 
and  that  the  expression  ‘public  lands ’in  the  eleventh  of  the  articles 
of  union  of  British  Columbia  with  Canada  was  sufficient  to  pass  the 
interest  in  question.  Also  relying  on  the  following  minute  of 
February  10,  1883,  as  showing  how  the  transaction  was  understood 
by  the  provincial  government  at  the  time  :  ‘  That  it  be  one  of  the 
conditions  that  the  dominion  government,  in  dealing  with  lands  in 
the  province,  shall  establish  a  land  system  equally  as  liberal,  both 
to  mining  and  agricultural  industries,  as  that  in  force  in  this  province 
at  the  present  time,  and  that  no  delay  shall  take  place  in  throwing 
open  the  land  for  settlement.’  q  On  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council  in 
November,  1888,  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  reversed, 
on  the  ground  that  the  title  to  public  lands  of  British  Columbia  is 
vested  in  the  Crown,  but  that  the  right  to  administer  and  dispose  of 
these  lands,  together  with  all  royal  and  territorial  revenues,  had  been 
transferred  to  the  province  before  the  union.  That  it  was  not  the 
intention  that  the  lands  in  question  should  be  taken  out  of  the 
province,  and  the  dominion  government  become  a  freeholder  within 
the  province.  The  interest  of  the  dominion  ceased  in  these  lands, 


p.  475 ;  The  Queen  v.  Burah,  L.  R.  per  contra,  see  Can.  L.  T.  v.  2,  p. 
3  App.  Cas.  p.  889  ;  Russell  v.  The  575,  v.  3,  p.  279. 

Queen,  ib.  7  App.  Cas.  p.  835.  p  1  Ex.  Rep.  Can.  p.  343. 

0  See  Can.  L.  J.  v.  18,  p.  431 ;  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  Can.  p.  345. 
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and  they  would  revert  to  the  same  position  they  were  in  before  their 
conveyance,  so  soon  as  the  dominion  government  had  recouped  the 
cost  of  construction  of  the  railway  by  selling  the  land  to  the  settlers, 
when  they  could  no  longer  be  public  lands.  That  according  to  the 
law  of  England  precious  metals  are  not  incidents  to  the  land  unless 
severed  from  the  title  of  the  Crown  and  vested  in  a  subject.  That 
the  land  system  referred  to  in  the  minute  of  February  10,  1883,  was 
governed  by  special  statute,  which  included  baser  metals,  but  not 
precious.1- 

On  June  10,  1885,  an  action  in  the  Ontario  Court  of  Chancery 
was  brought  to  restrain  the  St.  Catharine’s  Milling  and  Lumbering 
Company,  incorporated  under  dominion  statute,  from  cutting  timber 
in  the  province  of  Ontario  on  land  that  had  been  a  tract  of  Indian 
territory  until  released  and  surrendered  to  the  dominion  government 
by  treaty  on  October  3,  1873.  By  an  article  of  this  treaty  the 
Indians  retained  certain  rights  in  hunting  and  fishing  in  the  sur¬ 
rendered  territory,  excepting  on  lands  that  might  be  required  for 
settlement,  mining  and  lumbering.  The  company  contended  that  it 
had  obtained,  by  payment  for  license  to  the  dominion  government, 
permission  to  enter  upon  and  cut  timber  on  this  land ;  that  the  tim¬ 
ber  and  lands  were  not  the  property  of  the  province  of  Ontario,  but 
of  the  Crown  as  represented  by  the  dominion,  which  had  acquired  the 
Indian  title  to  the  land  in  consideration  of  a  large  expenditure  of 
money  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indian  tribes.  The  court  ruled  against 
the  company  in  favour  of  the  province,  and  held  that  the  Indian 
title  to  the  lands  was  extinguished  by  the  Dominion  Treaty  of  1873, 
and  enured  to  the  province  as  constitutional  proprietor  by  title,  and 
that  the  dominion  had  not  the  power  to  hold  or  transfer  the  title  so 
as  to  oust  the  vested  rights  of  the  province  as  part  of  the  public 
domain  of  Ontario,  and  that  the  dominion  government  had 
jurisdiction  only  over  lands  reserved  for  Indians.8  On  appeal  to  the 
•Supreme  Court  this  decision  was  affirmed. 1  The  case  was  carried  to 
the  Privy  Council,  on  the  condition  that  the  dominion  government 
should  be  at  liberty  to  intervene  in  the  appeal.  Their  lordships,  in 
July,  1888,  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Canadian  courts,  and  con¬ 
tended  that  by  section  109  of  the  British  North  America  Act  each 
province  receives,  subject  to  the  administration  and  control  of  its 
own  legislature,  the  entire  beneficial  interests  of  the  Crown  in  all 
lands  within  its  boundaries,  which  at  the  time  of  union  were  vested 
in  the  Crown,  that  the  Crown  has  all  along  a  present  proprietary 
estate  in  the  land,  upon  which  the  Indian  title  was  merely  a  burden, 


r  Att.-Gen.  B.  C.  v.  Att.-Gen.  s  10  Ont.  Bep.  p.  196. 

Canada,  14  L.  E.  App.  p.  295.  *  13  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  577. 
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that  the  Indian  treaty  of  1873,  surrendering  the  lands,  left  the 
‘  Indians  no  right  whatever  to  the  timber  growing  upon  the  lands 
which  they  gave  up,  which  is  now  fully  vested  in  the  Crown,  all 
revenues  derivable  from  the  sale  of  such  portions  of  it  as  are  situated 
within  the  boundaries  of  Ontario  being  the  property  of  that 
province.’  u 

The  Maritime  Bank  of  New  Brunswick,  incorporated  under 
dominion  charter,  became  insolvent  and  stopped  payment  on  March 
7,  1887,  when  proceedings  were  taken  to  close  its  affairs  under 
‘  The  Winding-up  act.’  At  the  time  of  its  failure  the  provincial 
government  had  to  its  credit  in  the  bank  a  sum  of  $  35,000,  de¬ 
posited  in  the  name  of  the  receiver-general  of  the  province,  being 
public  moneys  ;  likewise  the  dominion  government  had  a  larger  sum 
deposited  to  its  credit  in  the  name  of  the  receiver-general  of 
Canada. 

Section  seventy-nine  of  the  Bank  act  declares  that  ‘  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  notes  issued  by  the  bank  and  intended  for  circulation, 
then  outstanding,  shall  be  the  first  charge  upon  the  assets  of  the 
bank  in  case  of  its  insolvency.’ 

Upon  liquidation  of  the  bank  the  provincial  government  con¬ 
tended  that  the  Crown  in  this  case  was  represented,  not  by  the 
governor-general,  but  by  the  lieutenant-governor,  and  accordingly 
claimed  a  priority  of  payment  over  all  other  creditors. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  New  Brunswick  decided  in  favour  of  the 
province, v  and  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  the  judg¬ 
ment  was  confirmed.w  The  committee  of  the  privy  council  pro¬ 
nounced  the  decisions  of  both  courts  below  to  be  sound.  Lord 
Watson,  who  delivered  the  judgment,  said  : 

‘It  is  clear  that  the  provincial  legislature  of  New  Brunswick 
does  not  occupy  the  subordinate  position  which  was  ascribed  to  it  in 
the  argument  of  the  appellants.  It  derives  no  authority  from  the 
government  of  Canada,  and  its  status  is  in  no  way  analogous  to  that 
of  a  municipal  institution,  which  is  an  authority  constituted  for 
purposes  of  local  administration.  It  possesses  powers,  not  of 
administration  merely,  but  of  legislation,  in  the  strictest  sense  of 
that  word  ;  and,  within  the  limits  assigned  by  section  ninety-two 
of  the  act  of  1867,  these  powers  are  exclusive  and  supreme.  It 
would  require  very  express  language,  such  as  is  not  to  be  found  in 


u  St.  Catharine’s  Milling  and  to  whether  the  Crown  had  priority 
Lumber  Co.  v.  The  Queen,  14  L.  R.  of  payment  over  _  other  creditors, 
App.  p.  60.  and  was  settled  in  favour  of  the 

v  27  N.  B.  Rep.  p.  379.  The  Crown,  ib.  p.  357. 
case  first  came  before  the  court  as  “  1  /  Can.  bup.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  6o  / . 
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the  act  of  1867,  to  warrant  the  inference  that  the  Imperial  legislature 
meant  to  vest  in  the  provinces  of  Canada  the  right  of  exercising 
supreme  legislative  powers  in  which  the  British  sovereign  was  to 
have  no  share. 

‘  In  asking  their  lordships  to  draw  that  inference  from  the  terms 
of  the  statute  the  appellants  mainly,  if  not  wholly,  relied  upon  the 
fact  that,  whereas  the  governor-general  of  Canada  is  directly 
appointed  by  the  Queen,  the  lieutenant-governor  of  a  province  is 
appointed,  not  by  her  Majesty,  but  by  the  governor-general,  who  has 
also  the  power  of  dismissal.  If  the  act  had  not  committed  to  the 
governor-general  the  power  of  appointing  and  removing  lieutenant- 
governors,  there  would  have  been  no  room  for  the  argument,  which, 
if  pushed  to  its  logical  conclusion,  would  prove  that  the  governor- 
general,  and  not  the  Queen,  whose  viceroy  he  is,  became  the 
sovereign  authority  of  the  province  whenever  the  act  of  1867  came 
into  operation.  But  the  argument  ignores  the  fact  that,  by  section 
fifty-eight,  the  appointment  of  a  provincial  governor  is  made  by  the 
“  governor-general  in  council  by  instrument  under  the  great  seal  of 
Canada,”  or,  in  other  words,  by  the  executive  government  of  the 
dominion,  which  is,  by  section  nine,  expressly  declared  “  to  continue 
and  be  vested  in  the  Queen.”  There  is  no  constitutional  anomaly 
in  an  executive  officer  of  the  Crown  receiving  his  appointment  at 
the  hands  of  a  governing  body  who  have  no  powers  and  no  functions 
except  as  representatives  of  the  Crown.  The  act  of  the  governor- 
general  and  his  council  in  making  the  appointment  is,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  the  act  of  the  Crown,  and  a  lieutenant- 
governor,  when  appointed,  is  as  much  the  representative  of  her 
Majesty  for  all  purposes  of  provincial  government  as  the  governor- 
general  himself  is  for  all  purposes  of  dominion  government.’ x 

The  foregoing  decisions  are  of  inestimable  value  in 
the  construction  of  the  written  constitution  conferred 
upon  Canada  by  the  British  North  America  Act. 
They  lift  out  of  the  narrow  groove  of  a  mere  technical 
interpretation  principles  of  legislation  concerning 
which  Canadian  statesmen,  whether  federal  or  pro¬ 
vincial,  need  to  be  accurately  informed,  and  should  be 
agreed  upon.  They  secure  to  the  dominion  parliament 
the  exclusive  control  and  determination  of  all  questions 


*  Liquidators  of  the  Maritime  N.  Brunswick,  App.  C.  1892  pp. 
Bank  of  Canada  v.  Receiver- Gen.  of  437-444,  ’  111 


DOMINION  CONTROL  IN  MATTERS  OF  LEGISLATION.  575 


of  general  import  and  significance ;  while  they  uphold 
the  provincial  governments  in  their  statutory  right  to 
frame  whatsoever  laws  may  be  necessary  to  develop 
their  internal  resources,  and  to  strengthen  and  improve 
their  local  and  municipal  institutions.  For  vigilance, 
and  the  exercise  of  judicial  impartiality  by  legal  tri¬ 
bunals,  is  equally  indispensable  to  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  by  the  dominion  parliament  upon  local  rights — 
which  have  been  assigned  by  imperial  authority  to  the 
guardianship  and  control  of  the  provincial  legislatures 
— and  to  prevent  invasion  by  local  legislatures  of  the 
powers  which  appertain  to  the  supreme  jurisdiction  of 
the  dominion  parliament. 

The  appropriate  limits  of  dominion  and  of  pro¬ 
vincial  jurisdiction,  thus  ascertained  and  confirmed  by 
judicial  authority,  coincide  with  the  opinions  expressed 
by  leading  statesmen  in  the  Imperial  Parliament  as  to 
the  powers  intended  to  be  granted  to  the  federal  and 
local  governments  established  in  Canada  by  the  British 
North  America  Acty — powers  that  were  broadly  defined 
and  apportioned  in  that  statute,  but  not  so  explicitly  as 
to  dispense  with  the  need  for  judicial  interpretation, 
which  is  the  surest  and  safest  method  of  deciding  all 
constitutional  controversies. 
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7  See  Hans.  D.  v.  185,  pp.  566,  1178. 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

DOMINION  CONTROL  OVER  THE  CANADIAN  PROVINCES  IN 
MATTERS  OF  ADMINISTRATION. 

The  local  governments  which  form  part  of  the  dominion 
of  Canada,  under  the  authority  of  the  British  North 
America  act  of  1867,  are  as  follows :  The  provinces  of 
Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick, 
which  were  included  in  the  original  act  of  confederation, 
in  1867  ;  the  province  of  Manitoba,  which  entered  the 
union  in  1870  ;  the  province  of  British  Columbia,  which 
entered  in  1871 ;  the  province  of  Prince  Edward  Island, 
which  entered  in  1873  ;  and  the  North-west  Territories, 
which  have  been  governed,  since  1888,  by  a  governor 
and  legislative  assembly ;  prior  to  that  date  the  governor 
was  assisted  by  a  nominated  council. 

Of  these  provinces  five  have  but  one  chamber  in 
their  respective  legislatures,  viz.,  Ontario,  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  Manitoba,  British  Columbia,  and  the  North-west 
Territories;  while  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia  and  Prince 
Edward  Island  still  retain  two ;  though  the  last-named 
province,  in  1892,  passed  an  act  to  abolish  the  upper 
chamber,  which  was  reserved  by  the  lieutenant-governor 
for  the  assent  of  the  governor-general,  and  will  doubt¬ 
less  be  an  accomplished  fact  shortly.®  Manitoba  and 
New  Brunswick  formerly  had  upper  houses,  but  they 
were  abolished,  the  former  in  1876  and  the  latter  in 
1891. 

a  The  present  government  of  Upper  Chamber,  and  appointees  to 
Nova  Scotia  (1893)  has  announced  vacancies  in  the  Legislative  Council 
as  its  policy  the  abolition  of  the  are  pledged  to  such  a  measure. 
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By  the  one  hundred  and  forty-sixth  section  of  the 
act  of  1867 — as  explained  by  the  British  North  America 
act,  1871,  to  remove  doubts  in  respect  to  the  government 
of  the  territories,  and  the  alteration  of  boundaries  of 
existing  provinces — authority  was  given  to  the  Queen 
in  council  to  admit  into  the  union  any  of  the  provinces 
or  territories  in  British  North  America  (including  New¬ 
foundland)  which  were  not  originally  comprised  therein, 
on  addresses  from  the  houses  of  parliament  of  Canada, 
embodying  the  terms  and  conditions  of  union  agreed 
upon  with  the  local  authorities  concerned.  Moreover, 
upon  a  joint  address  of  the  senate  and  commons  of 
Canada,  dated  May  3, 1878,  representing  the  desirability 
of  annexing  to  the  dominion  all  British  territories  and 
possessions  in  North  America  and  the  islands  adjacent 
thereto  (save  only  Newfoundland  and  its  dependencies) 
which  were  not  already  included  in  the  dominion,  the 
Queen  in  council,  on  July  31,  1880,  was  pleased  to 
accede  to  this  address,  and  to  assign  to  the  dominion 
parliament  the  authority  of  legislating  for  the  future 
welfare  and  control  of  these  territories.13  Newfoundland 
still  remains  outside  of  the  union,  and  is  the  only  co¬ 
lonial  government  in  North  America  that  has  not  ex¬ 
pressed  a  desire  to  participate  in  the  benefits  of  the 
same. 

And  here  it  should  be  stated,  that  in  giving  effect, 
by  the  British  North  America  act  of  1867,  to  the  desire 
of  the  several  provinces  to  be  federally  united,  by  Im¬ 
perial  legislation,  parliament  was  careful  to  preserve 
the  substance  of  the  constitutions  previously  conferred 
upon  the  respective  provinces,  and  to  make  no  change 
therein,  excepting  such  as  was  absolutely  necessary  to 
consolidate  the  whole  into  a  federal  government,  with 
subordinate  local  governments,  forming  one  dominion. 


b  Imp.  Order  in  Council  in  Can.  Dom.  Gazette,  Oct.  9,  1880. 
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By  the  one  hundred  and  twenty-ninth  section  of  the 
statute  aforesaid,  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  this 
act,  all  laws  in  force  in  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  or  New 
Brunswick  at  the  union,  and  all  courts  of  civil  and 
criminal  jurisdiction,  and  all  legal  commissions,  powers, 
and  authorities,  and  all  officers,  judicial,  administrative, 
and  ministerial,  existing  therein  at  the  union,  shall 
continue,  in  Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New 
Brunswick  respectively,  as  if  the  union  had  not  been 
made;  subject  nevertheless  (except  as  regards  Imperial 
enactments)  to  be  repealed  or  altered  by  the  parliament 
of  Canada,  or  by  the  legislature  of  the  particular  pro¬ 
vince,  according  to  the  authority  of  the  parliament  or 
of  the  legislature  under  this  act.  The  effect  of  this 
clause — in  connection  with  clauses  one  hundred  and 
thirty  and  one  hundred  and  thirty-five — is  to  secure  the 
unbroken  continuity,  jurisdiction  and  operation  in  their 
appropriate  sphere  of  action,  of  all  laws,  courts  of  jus¬ 
tice,  legal,  executive,  or  ministerial  authority,  heretofore 
existing  in  any  part  of  the  new  dominion — so  far  as  the 
same  had  not  been  altered  by  the  British  North  America 
act.0 

Moreover,  a  further  advantage  accrues  from  this  sec¬ 
tion.  It  distinctly  transmits  to  the  provincial  govern¬ 
ments  and  legislatures  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  all 
matters  of  a  local  character  which  had  previously  been 
subject  to  legislation  by  the  parliament  of  United 
Canada ;  save  only  when  by  the  express  terms  of  the 
British  North  America  act  such  matters  have  been 
assigned  to  the  control  of  the  dominion  parliament.'1 

Accordingly,  the  value  of  this  provision,  in  main- 

c  Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada,  p.  d  See  judgment  in  appeal  of  the 
362,  citing  cases  in  regard  to  the  Court  of  Q.  B.  Montreal,  in  1881, 
constitution  and  continuance  of  in  the  municipality  of  Cleveland, 
Canadian  Courts.  See  also  the  &c.  (Toll  bridge),  L.  C.  Jurist,  v.  26, 
Imperial  act  28  &  29  Vic.  c.  63,  p.  1.  See  also  Can.  L.  T.  v.  2,  p. 
sec.  5.  523. 
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taining  unimpaired  the  framework  of  local  institutions  Provincial 
for  the  welfare  and  good  government  of  Canada  cannot  authority, 
he  over-estimated.  As  we  proceed  to  consider  the 
functions  appertaining  to  the  Crown  in  the  Canadian 
provinces,  this  will  be  increasingly  apparent. 

Inasmuch  as  the  several  local  governments  now,  or 
hereafter  to  be  included  in  the  dominion  of  Canada,  are, 
by  the  provisions  of  the  British  North  America  act  of 
1867,  subordinated  to  the  authority  of  the  Queen,  as 
exercised  by  the  governor-general  of  Canada,  and  are 
thereby  exempted  from  the  direct  control  and  oversight 
of  the  Imperial  government,  it  is  necessary  to  inquire 
what  provision  has  been  made  for  the  exercise  of  execu¬ 
tive  authority  in  these  provinces. 

_  By  the  fifty-eighth  and  sixty-seventh  sections  of  the  Control 
Imperial  act  aforesaid,  the  governor-general  is  empow-  governor- 
ered — by  and  with  the  advice  of  the  dominion  privy  seneral 
council,  and  under  the  great  seal  of  Canada — to  appoint 
a  lieutenant-governor  in  and  over  each  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces  ;  and  also  an  administrator,  who  shall  execute 
the  office  and  functions  of  the  lieutenant-governor  during 
the  absence,  illness,  or  other  inability  of  that  personage. 

The  commissions  under  which  the  lieutenant-gover¬ 
nors  of  provinces  in  Canada  exercise  the  functions  of  overiieu- 
their  office  ‘  authorise  and  empower  and  require  and  governors 
command  ’  them  £  to  do  and  execute  all  things  that  shall  of  th.e 

o  provinces. 

belong  ’  to  the  command  and  trust  confided  to  them, 
by  virtue  of  their  commission  and  of  the  provisions  of 
the  British  North  America  act,  1867,  in  accordance 
with  which  they  have  been  appointed.  And  likewise 
‘  according  to  such  instructions  as  are  herewith  given 
to  you,  or  which  may  from  time  to  time  be  given  to 
you,’  £  under  the  sign-manual  of  our  governor-general,’ 

4  or  by  order  of  our  privy  council  of  Canada.’ e 


c  See  a  form  of  the  commission  in  Can.  Sen.  Jour.  1878,  p.  175. 
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Provincial  But,  in  point  of  fact,  it  would  seem  that  though  the- 
authority,  commission  of  a  lieutenant-governor  expressly  refers 
to  instructions  accompanying  it,  yet  no  instructions  of 
either  an  affirmative  or  a  negative  kind  have  been 
sent  with  the  commissions,  or  afterwards,  at  least  as 
regards  the  older  provinces  of  the  dominion.1 

On  the  appointment,  however,  of  the  Hon.  A.  G_ 
Archibald,  in  July  1870,  as  lieutenant-governor  of  the 
province  of  Manitoba,  under  the  provisions  of  a  domi¬ 
nion  act  for  the  establishment  of  a  government  therein, 
preliminary  instructions  for  his  guidance  in  office 
were  approved  by  the  governor-general  in  council  on 
August  2  following  and  directed  to  be  forwarded  to 

<D  O’ 

Mr.  Archibald  by  the  under-secretary  of  state  for  the 
provinces. 

office  These  instructions  direct  that  the  lieutenant-governor 

tenant-  shall  ‘be  guided  by  the  constitutional  principles  and 
governor,  precedents  which  obtain  in  the  older  provinces.’  They 
enjoin  upon  him  the  duty  of  forming  a  responsible 
executive  council,  in  reference  to  which  he  is  com¬ 
manded  to  give  his  advisers  ‘  the  full  exercise  of  the- 
powers  which  in  the  older  provinces  have  been  wisely 
claimed  and  freely  exercised  ;  ’  ‘  but,’  it  is  added,  ‘  you 
will  be  expected  to  maintain  a  position  of  dignified  im¬ 
partiality,  and  to  guard  with  independence  the  general 
interests  of  the  dominion,  and  the  just  authority  of  the 
Crown.’  g 

At  that  time,  the  lieutenant-governor  of  Manitoba 
was  by  another  commission  appointed  lieutenant- 
governor  of  the  North-west  Territories,  and  he  received 
from  the  department  of  the  dominion  secretary  of  state 
special  instructions  for  his  guidance  in  the  government 


f  Attorney  -  General  Mo wat’s  governors  on  disallowance  of  Pro- 
Memo.  of  Dec.  16,  1873,  in  Ontario  vincial  Bills. 

Sess.  Pap.  1874,  No.  19.  See  ante,  «  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1871,  No.  20. 
p.  519,  for  instructions  to  lieut.- 
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of  those  territories.  These  instructions  principally  re-  Provincial 
lated  to  dealings  with  the  Indian  tribes,  and  to  opening  authority, 
up  the  country  for  settlement.11 

The  lieutenant-governor  of  every  province  in  the 
dominion  holds  office  ‘  during  the  pleasure  of  the 
governor-general.’  The  office  is  usually  held  for  a 
period  of  five  years  only,  although  the  incumbent 
thereof  (as  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Archibald)  may  be  re¬ 
appointed  for  one  or  more  additional  terms.  But  it  is 
expressly  provided  by  the  British  North  America  act 
that  no  lieutenant-governor  of  a  Canadian  province 
‘  shall  be  removable  within  five  years  from  his  appoint¬ 
ment  except  for  cause  assigned,  which  shall  be  commu¬ 
nicated  to  him  in  writing,  within  one  month  after  the 
order  for  his  removal  is  made ;  which  cause  shall  also 
be  communicated  by  message,  within  a  week  thereafter, 
to  both  houses  of  the  dominion  parliament.’1 

It  has  been  authoritatively  stated  of  these  officers  Limited 
that,  ‘however  important  locally  their  functions  may  ofReu- 
be,  [they]  are  a  part  of  the  colonial  administrative  [®°^nors 
staff,  and  are  more  immediately  responsible  to  the 
governor-general  in  council.  They  do  not  hold  com¬ 
missions  from  the  Crown,  and  neither  in  power  or 
privilege  resemble  those  governors,  or  even  lieutenant- 
governors,  of  colonies,  to  whom,  after  special  considera¬ 
tion  of  their  personal  fitness,  the  Queen,  under  the  great 


h  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1871,  No.  20. 
In  Oct.  1876,  a  separate  lieutenant- 
governor  was  appointed  for  the 
North-west  Territories,  and  at  the 
same  time,  a  separate  government 
was  formed  under  the  name  of  the 
district  of  Keewatin,  with  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  of  Manitoba  as 
lieutenant-governor  ex  officio.  Do¬ 
minion  Ann.  Reg.  for  1879,  p.  107. 

‘  British  North  America  act, 
1867,  secs.  58-67.  The  provision  in 
the  fifty-ninth  claiise  was  introduced 
*  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  its  be¬ 


ing  supposed  that  lieutenant-gover¬ 
nors,  under  the  new  regime,  were  of 
necessity  to  be  in  sympathy  with  the 
dominion  ministry  of  the  day,  and  to 
be  removable  with  every  change  of 
party.’  And  also  ‘  to  operate  as  a 
check  upon  the  capricious  and  arbi¬ 
trary  exercise  of  the  power  of  dis¬ 
missal,  by  compelling  the  ministry 
to  submit  the  reasons  for  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  the  royal  pleasure  to  parlia¬ 
ment.’  Sir  J.  A.  Macdonald’s 
Memorandum  in  Com.  Pap.  1878- 
79,  v.  51,  p.  152. 
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seal  and  her  own  hand  and  signet,  delegates  portions  of 
her  prerogatives,  and  issues  her  own  instructions.’ k 

On  the  other  hand,  by  the  official  regulations  of  the  Canadian 
militia,  guards  of  honour  are  directed  to  be  furnished,  and  salutes 
fired,  at  the  opening  and  close  of  the  dominion  parliament,  and  like¬ 
wise  of  the  provincial  legislatures,  by  the  governor-general  or  the 
lieutenant-governors  of  provinces,  respectively  (Regul.  1887,  Nos. 
298,  299),  and  H.R.H.  the  Commander-in-Chief  (by  letter  from  the 
adjutant-general  to  the  under  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies, 
dated  October  9,  1872),  has  directed  ‘that  the  first  six  bars  of  the 
national  anthem  should  be  played  at  the  opening  [alike]  of  the 
dominion  and  provincial  legislatures  of  Canada,  and  at  other  state 
ceremonials  when  the  governor-general  or  lieutenant-governor  is 
acting  on  behalf  of  the  sovereign.’  The  colonial  secretary  (Earl  of 
Kimberley)  in  communicating  this  decision  to  the  governor-general, 
and  expressing  his  concurrence  therein,  observed,  ‘  that  while  from 
the  nature  of  their  appointment  [lieutenant-governors]  represent  on 
ordinary  occasions  the  dominion  government,  there  are,  nevertheless, 
occasions  (such  as  the  opening  or  closing  of  a  session  of  the  provincial 
legislature,  the  celebration  of  her  Majesty’s  birthday,  the  holding  of 
a  levee,  &c.),  on  which  they  should  be  deemed  to  be  acting  directly 
on  behalf  of  her  Majesty,  and  the  first  part  of  the  national  anthem 
should  be  played  in  their  presence.’  [Sess.  Pap.  Ont.  1873,  No.  67.] 

Not  being  directly  nominated  or  appointed  by  the 
sovereign,  the  lieutenant-governors  of  the  provinces  in 
Canada  are  not  entrusted  with  the  administration  of 
the  more  eminent  and  personal  prerogatives  of  mercy 
or  of  honour.  Previous  to  confederation,  the  power  of 
exercising  the  royal  prerogative  of  pardon  was  con- 


k  Despatch  of  the  colonial  secre¬ 
tary  (Earl  Carnarvon)  to  governor- 
general  of  Canada  (Earl  Dufferin), 
of  Jan.  7,  1875;  Can.  Sess.  Papers, 
1875,  No.  11,  p.  38.  ‘Under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governors  of  the  provinces, 
holding  their  commissions  from  the 
governor-general,’ are  not  entitled  to 
salutes  from  her  Majesty’s  ships 
and  fortifications  within  their  re¬ 
spective  provinces.  (Despatch  of  the 
colonial  secretary  (Duke  of  Bucking¬ 


ham)  to  Governor-General  Monck, 
dated  Oct.  19,  1868.)  According  to 
the  official  Table  of  Precedence  in 
Canada,  lieutenant-governors  rank 
next  after  the  general  commanding 
her  Majesty’s  troops  within  the 
dominion,  and  the  admiral  com¬ 
manding  her  Majesty’s  naval  forces 
on  the  British  North  American 
station.  During  their  term  of  office 
they  are  styled  ‘his  Honour.’  Ib. 
July  23  and  24, 1868.  See  ante,  pp. 
317-322. 
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ferred  noon  the  lieutenant-governors  of  the  several 
provinces  in  British  North  America.  But  that  power 
was  withdrawn  in  1867,  not  only  by  the  revocation  of 
the  letters  patent  under  which  it  was  exercised,  but 
also  by  the  act  of  the  Queen  in  assenting  to  the  British 
North  America  act,  which  changed  the  status  of  lieu¬ 
tenant-governors  in  Canada,  and  annulled  the  powers 
formerly  conferred  upon  them,  except  in  so  far  as 
they  were  specially  retained  by  that  statute.1  Since 
confederation,  neither  the  prerogatives  of  mercy  or 
of  honour  can  be  administered  by  the  lieutenant- 
governors  :  they  can  only  be  exercised  in  Canada  by 
the  sovereign  directly,  or  through  her  representative, 
the  governor-general,  by  virtue  of  an  express  authority 
given  to  him  in  his  commission  or  by  instructions  from 
the  Crown.m 

It  is,  nevertheless,  a  mistake  to  infer,  from  the 
limited  jurisdiction  and  functions  assigned  to  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governors  of  the  Canadian  provinces  under  the 
British  North  America  act,  that  they  are  not  to  be 
accounted  as  being  in  any  degree  representatives  of  the 
Crown.  Though  appointed  to  office  by  the  governor- 
general  in  council  under  the  great  seal  of  Canada,  their 
commissions  run  in  the  name  of  the  sovereign.11  The 
form  of  government  which,  by  their  oath  of  office,  they 
are  enjoined  to  administer,  is  monarchical;  and  their 
powers  as  lieutenant-governors  proceed  directly,  as  well 
as  indirectly,  from  the  Crown  of  Great  Britain.  In  the 
several  royal  commissions  appointing  the  governor- 
general  of  the  dominion,  from  the  period  of  confede¬ 
ration  until  October,  1878,  the  lieutenant-governors  of 


1  See  Upper  Can.  Assem.  Jour. 
1839,  App.  v.  2,  pt.  ii.  p.  625  ;  Can. 
Sess.  Pap.  1869,  No.  16;  B.  N.  Am. 
act,  1867,  secs.  12,  14,  65. 

m  See  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877, 
No.  89.  pp.  332-335.  British  Co¬ 


lumbia  Sess.  Pap.  1878,  p.  709.  And 
see  post,  p.  593.  But  see  ‘  Executive 
power  case,’  ante,  p.  367. 

n  See  the  commission  of  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  of  Quebec,  in  Can. 
Senate  Jour.  April  8,  1878. 
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executive1  ^  I,rov“lces  are  expressly  referred  to,  and  they  were 
authority,  directly  authorised  by  those  instruments  4  to  exercise 
Lieut.-  from  time  to  time,  as  they  may  judge  necessary,  all 
powers°r'S  Powers  lawfully  belonging  ’  to  the  sovereign  4  in  respect 
of  assembling  or  proroguing,  and  of  dissolving  the  legis¬ 
lative  councils  or  the  legislative  or  general  assemblies 
of  those  provinces  respectively.’ 0 


The  Queen  forms  part  of  the  legislature  of  each  province,  by 
the  intermediary  of  the  lieutenant-governor.  It  is  in  her  name  that 
the  houses  are  called  and  prorogued,  and  that  the  laws  are  assented 
to. .  In  fact,  the  lieutenant-governors  exercise  towards  the  several 
legislatures  ( royal  functions,  which  the  sovereign,  as  chief  executive 
magistrate  of  the  nation,  as  the  first  branch  of  parliament,  exercises 
in  England,  and  which  none  other  than  her  representatives  can 
exercise  in  a  colony.’  p 


royaTcom  In  tlie  revised  commission  issued,  in  October  1878, 
mission  to  the  Marquis  of  Lome,  upon  his  appointment  as 
federation  governor-general  of  Canada,  this  clause,  in  reference  to 
act.  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  lieutenant-governors,  was 
omitted.  But  this  omission  is  not  attributable  to  any 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  Imperial  government  to 
diminish  the  rightful  authority  of  these  officers,  or  to 
disconnect  the  particular  functions  of  state  in  question 
from  a  direct  relation  to  the  Crown.  The  words  were 
left  out  from  the  governor-general’s  commission  at  the 
suggestion  of  Mr.  Blake,  then  minister  of  justice  for 
Canada,  and  in  consequence  of  representations  addressed 
by  him,  as  we  have  already  seen,  in  June  1876,  with  a 
view  to  a  general  revision  of  the  commission  and  in¬ 
structions  issued  to  the  governor-general  of  Canada,  so 
as  to  exclude  from  these  instruments  all  superfluous 
and  extraneous  recitals,  and  to  make  them  accord  with 


0  Earl  of  Dufferin’s  commission 
in  Can.  Com.  Jour.  March  28,  1873. 
See  also  the  British  North  America 
act,  1867,  secs.  61,  82,  88,  129. 
p  Mr.  Loranger,  Q.C.,  in  the  Mer¬ 


cer  Case,  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  5,  pp. 
598,  607 .  Mr.  Bethune,  ib.  p.  588 ; 
Ch.  Just.  Richie,  ib.  p.  637.  And 
see  ante,  pp.  336,  439. 
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existing  constitutional  usage.  In  his  comments  upon 
this  clause  in  former  commissions,  since  confederation, 
Mr.  Blake  remarks  as  follows :  ‘  The  provision  giving 
these  powers  to  the  lieutenant-governors  by  the  gover¬ 
nor-general’s  commission  appears  somewhat  objection¬ 
able,  and  it  might  perhaps  be  advisable  to  leave  these 
matters  to  be  dealt  with  by  those  officers  under  the 
British  North  America  act,  the  eighty-second  section  of 
which  in  terms  confers  on  the  lieutenant-governors  of 
the  new  provinces  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  the  power,  in 
the  Queen’s  name,  to  summon  the  local  bodies,  a  power 
which  no  doubt  was  assumed  to  be  continued  to  the 
governors  of  the  other  provinces.’ q  Elsewhere  Mr. 
Blake  suggests  that,  if  needful,  a  separate  commission 
could  be  issued  by  the  sovereign  to  the  lieutenant- 
governors  for  this  purpose  ;  but  he  was  clearly  of 
opinion  that  that  was  unnecessary,  because,  in  his  judg¬ 
ment,  full  powers  for  the  performance,  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown,  of  these  acts  of  executive  authority  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  conferred,  either  expressly  or  im¬ 
pliedly,  by  the  British  North  America  act.r 

Inasmuch,  then,  as  the  Crown,  with  the  sanction  and 
by  the  express  authority  of  the  Imperial  parliament, 
has  authorised  the  lieutenant-governors  of  the  provinces, 

‘  from  time  to  .time,’  ‘  by  instrument  under  the  great 
seal  of  the  province,’  to  4  summon  and  call  together  ’ 
the  several  provincial  legislatures,  it  equally  devolves 
upon  these  high  officers  of  state,  ‘  in  the  Queen’s  name,’ 
to  open  and  to  close  these  assemblies ;  and,  in  con¬ 
formity  with  their  instructions,  or  with  the  usage  of 
parliament,  and  pursuant  to  their  constitutional  discre¬ 
tion,  to  give  or  to  withhold  the  assent  of  the  Crown  to 
the  bills  enacted  therein,  or  to  reserve  the  same  for  the 


q  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  13,  Pap.  1877,  No.  13;  1879,  No.  181. 
p.  7.  And  see  ante ,  p.  116.  And  see  further  on  this  point,  ante , 

r  Correspondence  in  Can.  Sess.  p.  439. 
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consideration  of  their  superior  officer,  his  excellency 
the  governor-general.3 

It  is  worthy  of  notice  that,  since  confederation,  the 
lieutenant-governors  in  the  provinces  of  Quebec  and 
Ontario,  while  they  have  occasionally  reserved  bills 
for  the  consideration  of  the  governor-general,  have 
never  ‘  withheld  ’  the  assent  of  the  Crown  from  any  bill 
passed  by  the  provincial  legislature. 

In  other  provinces  of  the  dominion  it  has  been 
different.  In  Nova  Scotia,  Lieutenant-Governor  Archi¬ 
bald  had,  on  several  occasions,  in  the  years  1874  to 
1883,  withheld  his  assent  to  bills.  In  New  Brunswick 
the  same  course  was  taken  by  Lieutenant-Governor 
L.  A.  Wilmot  in  1870,  1871,  and  1872,  by  Lieutenant- 
Governor  Tilley  in  1875  and  1877,  and  by  Lieutenant- 
Governor  E.  D.  Wilmot  in  1882. 

In  British  Columbia,  in  1883,  the  promoters  of  a  private  bill 
which  had  passed  the  legislature  were  desirous  that  it  should  not 
become  law,  and  moved  in  the  assembly  that  the  governor  should  be 
advised  to  withhold  his  assent  to  the  same.  But  this  motion  was 
withdrawn,  and  the  bill  assented  tod 

So  far,  at  least,  as  Nova  Scotia  is  concerned  (and 
doubtless  so  in  the  case  of  the  other  provinces)  this  un¬ 
usual  proceeding,  on  the  part  of  the  lieutenant-governor, 
was  not  attributable,  in  any  instance,  to  a  disagreement 
between  himself  and  his  constitutional  advisers. 

The  British  North  America  act,  1867,  section  fifty- 
five — as  applied  to  the  provincial  constitutions  by  sec¬ 
tion  ninety — expressly  empowers  a  lieutenant-governor, 
in  ‘  his  discretion,’  to  ‘  withhold  ’  the  royal  assent  from 
any  bill  presented  to  him. 

But  the  act  of  a  lieutenant-governor,  in  withholding 
the  assent  of  the  Crown  to  a  bill  which  has  been  passed 


s  See  ante,  pp.  161,  440,  517.  108. 

And  see  Ld.  Cli.  Cairns,  in  The-  4  .British  Columbia  Assern.  J our. 
berge  v.  Laudry,  L.  R.  2  App.  Cas.  1883,  p.  90. 
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by  the  legislative  chambers — wherein  a  responsible 
minister  should  be  able  to  exercise  a  constitutional  in¬ 
fluence  in  the  control  of  legislation  u — is  a  difficult  and 
delicate  proceeding.  It  is  one  that  must,  obviously,  be 
advised  by  some  minister,  who  is  in  a  position  to  become 
responsible  for  the  same.  If  a  lieutenant-governor 
should,  for  any  reason,  deem  it  imperative  upon  him  to 
take  such  a  course,  and  his  ministers  should  not  agree 
therein,  he  must  be  prepared  to  accept  their  resigna¬ 
tion,  and  be  able  to  form  a  new  ministry,  by  whom  the 
act  proposed  could  be  constitutionally  advised  and 
justified  to  both  houses/ 

In  regard  to  the  action  of  Lieutenant-Governor 
Archibald,  in  Nova  Scotia,  I  have  been  favoured  with 
information  which  enables  me  to  state  the  circumstances 
under  which  he  exercised  the  royal  prerogative  in  with¬ 
holding  his  assent  to  bills  in  the  cases  above  men¬ 
tioned. 

In  every  one  of  the  instances  wherein  he  interposed 
the  veto  of  the  Crown  upon  provincial  legislation,  he 
acted  under  the  advice  of  his  ministers,  who  agreed  with 
him  in  an  anxious  desire  to  keep  within  the  bounds 
assigned  to  the  provincial  legislature  by  the  British 
North  America  act,  and  to  refrain  from  enacting  any 
measure  to  which  exception  could  be  justly  taken,  on 
the  ground  of  its  being  in  excess  of  the  powers  conferred 
upon  the  local  legislatures  by  the  Imperial  statute. 

The  bills  in  question,  from  which  Lieutenant-Gover¬ 
nor  Archibald  withheld  the  sanction  of  the  Crown,  were 
bills  which,  after  they  had  passed  both  houses,  appeared 
upon  careful  examination,  and  on  being  subjected  to 
the  scrutiny  of  the  lieutenant-governor  as  a  responsible 
officer  of  the  dominion,  to  be  ultra  vires,  or  to  be  otlier- 


u  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt,  in  Eng.  374,  390. 
v.  2,  pp.  305,  318,  new  ed.  v.  2,  pp.  v  See  ante,  p.  522. 
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wise  objectionable  for  reasons  that  had  escaped  notice 
during  their  progress  through  the  legislative  chambers. 

Whereupon  it  was  agreed  by  the  local  administra¬ 
tion,  as  the  least  objectionable  method  of  obviating  the 
difficulty,  to  advise  the  lieutenant-governor  to  reject 
these  bills.  Otherwise  they  would  certainly  have  been 
disallowed  by  the  dominion  government,  after  having 
been  in  force  up  to  the  time  of  their  disallowance. 

Had  the  lieutenant-governor  been  advised,  instead, 
to  reserve  these  bills  for  the  consideration  of  the  gover¬ 
nor-general  in  council,  the  dominion  government  might 
have  objected  that  they  had  been  improperly  invited  to 
decide  in  a  case  which  was  within  the  competency  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  lieutenant-governor  by  the  tenor  of 
his  commission  to  determine. 

Thus,  in  1873,  the  dominion  government  took  excep¬ 
tion  to  two  local  bills  to  incorporate  certain  Orange 
societies,  which  the  lieutenant-governor  of  Ontario  had 
reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  governor-general. 
The  dominion  minister  of  justice  reported  that  these 
bills  were  clearly  within  the  competence  of  the  local 
legislature,  and  that  the  local  government  ought  to 
have  assumed  the  responsibility  of  disposing  of  them. 
Accordingly,  no  action  was  taken  upon  these  bills  by 
the  governor-general  in  council.'7 

In  1878,  the  lieutenant-governor  of  Quebec  reserved 
a  bill,  passed  by  the  legislative  chambers,  to  give  cer¬ 
tain  powers  to  4  The  Quebec,  Montreal,  Ottawa,  and 
Occidental  Railway.’  Ministers  had  promoted  this  bill, 
but  the  lieutenant-governor  was  decidedly  opposed  to 
it  on  broad  grounds  of  principle,  and  he  deliberately 
refused  to  assent  to  it.  For  this  and  other  reasons 
the  lieutenant-governor  dismissed  the  ministry,  and 
appointed  a  new  administration  who  agreed  with  the 


w  Ontario  Sess.  Pap.  1st  Sess.  1874,  No.  19.  And  see  ante,  p.  522. 
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governor  in  disapproving  of  this  railway  bill.  The  in¬ 
coming  premier,  4  being  in  doubt  as  to  the  lieutenant- 
governor  having  the  right  of  his  own  accord,  ex  proprio 
motu ,  to  exercise  the  prerogative  of  veto,  and  thus  to 
decide  finally  on  the  fate  of  a  measure  passed  by  both 
houses,  when  the  British  North  America  act  of  1867 
seems  to  leave  such  power  to  the  governor-general,’ 
concurred  with  his  predecessor,  and  advised  that  the 
bill  should  be  reserved. x  The  dominion  government, 
however,  took  no  action  upon  it.  In  the  next  session 
of  the  Quebec  legislature,  another  bill  of  an  unexcep¬ 
tionable  character  was  proposed  by  the  new  ministers 
and  became  law.y 

It  would  have  been  more  in  accordance  with  consti¬ 
tutional  doctrine,  and  in  agreement  with  precedents 
previously  established  in  other  provinces  of  the  domi¬ 
nion,  if  M.  Joly,  whose  ministry  replaced  the  adminis¬ 
tration  dismissed  from  office  by  the  lieutenant-governor 
of  Quebec,  had  advised  that  the  assent  of  the  Crown 
should  have  been  withheld  from  this  obnoxious  railway 
bill,  instead  of  reserving  it  for  the  consideration  of  the 
governor-general.2 

In  the  distribution  of  powers — whether  appertain¬ 
ing  to  the  federal  or  the  provincial  constitutions — 
under  the  British  North  America  act,  ‘  the  Crown  of 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  ’  is 
recognised  as  the  source  of  all  executive  authority 
throughout  the  dominion. 

And  the  lieutenant-governors — who  are  sworn  to 
fulfil  the  duties  of  their  station  by  oaths  ‘  similar  to 
those  taken  by  the  governor-general  ’ — are,  within 
the  limits  of  their  respective  governments,  and  subject 
to  the  supreme  authority  of  the  governor-general,  ex- 


Lieut.- 
governors 
with¬ 
holding 
assent 
to  bills. 


Where 
this  pre¬ 
rogative 
should 
have  been 
used. 


The 

Crown  the 
source  of 
all  execu¬ 
tive  au¬ 
thority  in 
Canada. 


*  Quebec  Leg.  Assern.  Jour.  z  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p. 
1877-78,  pp.  230,  272.  319,  new  ed.  v.  2,  pp.  392-3. 

7  Quebec  Stats.  41  &  42  Yic.  c.  3. 
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pressly  authorised  by  the  Imperial  statute  to  exercise 
‘  all  powers,  authorities,  and  functions  ’  previously 
4  vested  in  or  exercisable  by  the  respective  governors 
or  lieutenant-governors  of  those  provinces  ’  prior  to 
confederation,  ‘  so  far  as  the  same  are  capable  of  being 
exercised,  after  the  union,  in  relation  to  ’  the  par¬ 
ticular  provinces.  This  constitutes  and  empowers  the 
lieutenant-governors  to  be  the  appropriate  channels  to 
represent  and  administer  the  authority  of  the  Crown  in 
their  several  provinces  ;  and  to  convey,  through  sub¬ 
ordinate  functionaries,  that  authority  in  all  matters 
wherein  it  is  necessary  for  the  Crown  to  act  through 
the  provincial  executive.8.  Thus,  through  ‘  the  disci¬ 
pline  and  subordination  which  should  connect  together 
in  one  unbroken  chain  the  Crown  and  its  representa¬ 
tive  in  the  province,  down  to  the  lowest  functionary  to 
whom  any  portion  of  the  powers  of  the  state  may  be 
confided,’  the  ‘  royal  authority,’  assigned  to  and  re¬ 
presented  by  a  duly  accredited  officer,  is  ‘  most  dis¬ 
tinctly  admitted  as  one  of  the  component  and  in¬ 
separable  principles  of  the  social  system’  in  British 
North  America ;  and  every  British  subject  throughout 
the  dominion  shares  equally  with  his  brethren  in  the 


a  B.  North  Am.  Act,  1867 ;  pre¬ 
amble  and  secs.  58,  62,  65,  and  129. 
Ontario  Rev.  Stats,  c.  15.  And  see 
the  opinions  by  the  Court  of  Chan¬ 
cery  of  Ontario,  as  to  the  Attorney- 
General  of  the  province  being  the 
proper  officer  of  the  Crown  to  assert 
the  rights  of  the  Crown  in  provincial 
courts,  even  in  respect  of  the  viola¬ 
tion  of  rights  created  by  a  dominion 
statute ;  notwithstanding  that,  possi¬ 
bly,  the  Attorney-General  of  the 
dominion  might  have  a  concurrent 
right  to  sue.  20  Grant  Ch.  pp.  37, 
510;  ib.  v.  28,  p.  77.  See  also 
Chancellor  Spragge’s  judgment  in 
the  Muskoka  Mill  Co.  v.  The  Queen, 
which  was  based  on  a  petition  of 


right  under  the  Ontario  Act  of  1872 
(Grant,  Ch.  v.  28,  p.  579.  See  also 
Mercer  Case,  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v. 

5,  p.  538).  But  by  a  later  decision 
on  appeal,  in  the  case  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney-General  v.  The  Intern.  Bridge 
Co.,  it  was  affirmed  that  the  pro¬ 
vincial  Attorney- General  could  only 
interfere  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
citizens  of  Ontario,  and  that  he  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  claim  the  fulfil¬ 
ment  of  obligations  created  by  a 
dominion  statute,  Ont.  App.  Rep.  v. 

6,  p.  537.  To  same  effect  see 
Mousseau,  Att.-Gen.  v.  Bate,  L.  C. 
Jurist,  v.  27,  p.  153;  Loranger, 
Att.-Gen.  Quebec,  v.  Montreal  Tele¬ 
graph  Co.,  L.  News,  v.  5,  p.  429. 
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mother-land  in  the  protection  and  blessings  of  monar¬ 
chical  rule.b 

But  the  authority  of  the  Crown,  in  the  provinces  as 
well  as  in  the  dominion,  is  exercised  and  administered 
in  conformity  with  the  obligations  of  4  responsible 
government.  That  system,  as  we  have  already  seen, 
was  introduced  into  all  the  British  North  American 
provinces  prior  to  confederation.  Accordingly,  in  the 
sections  of  the  British  North  America  act  which  treat 
of  the  executive  power  in  the  provincial  constitutions,  it 
is  declared  that  the  executive  council  of  each  province 
‘  shall  be  composed  of  such  persons  as  the  lieutenant- 
governor,  from  time  to  time,  thinks  fit ;  and  that  the 
powers,  authorities,  and  functions  heretofore  vested 
in  or  exercisable  by  the  several  governors  or  lieutenant- 
governors  of  these  provinces,  with  the  advice  or  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  or  in  conjunction  with  the 
respective  executive  councils,  or  any  members  thereof  ’ 
— words  identical  with  those  used  in  a  preceding  clause 
to  define  the  constitutional  relations  between  the  nover- 

o 

nor-general  and  4  the  Queen’s  privy  council  for  Canada  ’ 
— shall  continue  to  be  discharged  in  like  manner,  after 
confederation,  by  the  lieutenant-governors,  4  as  far  as 
the  same  are  capable  of  being  exercised,  after  the  union, 
in  relation  ’  to  the  provincial  governments.0  These 
words  unmistakably  show  that  the  Imperial  parliament 
has  ratified  and  enjoined  a  continuance  of  the  exercise 
of  executive  power  in  the  various  provinces  of  the 
dominion,  in  accordance  with  the  usages  of  responsible 
government ;  and  that  it  contemplates  that  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governors  therein  should  occupy,  towards  their 


b  See  Lord  Glenelg’s  despatch  to  c  B.  N.  Am.  Act,  1867,  secs.  63, 
the  Earl  of  Gosford,  in  Com.  Pap.  64.  Compare  secs.  12  and  65  of 
1836,  v.  39,  p.  7.  And  his  despatch  the  act.  And  see  Sir  John  A.  Mac- 
to  Lieutenant-Governor  Head,  ib.  donald’s  remarks  on  this  point,  in 
1839,  v.  33,  p.  5.  Com.  Pap.  1878-79,  v.  51,  p.  152. 
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executive  council  and  towards  the  local  legislature,  the 
identical  relation  occupied  by  the  governor-general  in 
Canada  and  by  the  Queen  in  the  United  Kingdom 
towards  their  several  privy  councils  and  parliaments. 

The  position  herein  claimed  for  the  lieutenant-gover¬ 
nors  of  the  provinces  in  Canada — that,  as  being  the 
chief  executive  officers  in  the  local  governments,  they 
do  represent  the  Crown  in  divers  weighty  and  impor¬ 
tant  public  functions,  both  legislative  and  administrative 
— has  been  repeatedly  acknowledged  and  sustained  by 
decisions  of  the  courts,  and  by  legislative  enactments, 
wherein  the  right  and  duty  of  a  lieutenant-governor  to 
administer  such  portions  of  the  royal  prerogative  as  are 
essential  to  the  conduct  of  a  government  founded  upon 
a  monarchical  basis  have  been  unequivocally  asserted. 

Thus,  in  1874  a  controversy  arose  between  the  dominion  govern¬ 
ment  and  the  provincial  authorities,  in  Ontario  and  in  Quebec,  in 
respect  to  escheats.  An  act  respecting  escheats  and  forfeitures  was 
passed  by  the  Ontario  legislature  in  that  year,  but  was  disallowed 
by  the  governor-general.  It  was  afterwards  re-enacted. d  By  a 
decision  of  the  court  of  Queen’s  bench  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  in 
1876,  upon  an  appeal  from  an  inferior  court,  the  right  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  to  the  control  of  escheats  and  forfeitures,  within  the  province, 
was  affirmed.e  Whereupon  it  was  agreed,  between  the  dominion 
and  provincial  governments,  that — until  or  unless  there  should  be  a 
judicial  decision  establishing  a  contrary  principle — ‘  lands  and  per¬ 
sonal  property  in  any  province,  escheated  or  forfeited  by  reason  of 
intestacy,  without  lawful  heirs  or  next  of  kin,  or  other  parties 
entitled  to  succeed,  are  subjects  appertaining  to  the  province,  and 
within  its  legislative  competency  ;  ’  while,  on  the  other  hand,  ‘  lands 
and  personal  property  forfeited  to  the  Crown  for  treason,  felony,  or 
the  like,  are  subjects  appertaining  to  the  dominion,  and  within  its 
legislative  competence.’ f  This  case  involved  the  question  of  the 
status  of  a  lieutenant-governor  in  a  province  of  Canada,  and  the 
extent  to  which  such  an  officer  was  competent  to  act  on  behalf  of 
the  Crown,  and  to  administer  a  prerogative  inherent  in  the  Crown. 


rt  R.  Stat.  Ont.  1887,  c.  95.  pp.  88-105.  And  see  ib.  p.  232.  A 

e  Church  v.  Blake,  2  Quebec  law  to  the  same  effect  was  passed 
L.  Rep.  p.  236.  by  the  legislature  of  the  province  of 

f  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  89,  New  Brunswick  in  1877,  c.  9. 
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It  affirmed  the  principle— in  opposition  to  the  contention  of  the  Escheats, 
dominion  government,  in  the  first  instance — that  while  certain  pre¬ 
rogatives,  exercisable  at  the  discretion  of  the  sovereign,  though  not 
without  the  advice  of  responsible  ministers  (such  as  the  prerogatives 
of  mercy  and  of  honour),  ought  not  to  be  administered  by  a  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor,  yet  that  the  prerogative  in  matters  of  escheat  might 
be  suitably  exercised,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  by  the  chief  executive 
officer  in  the  province,  holding  a  limited  commission,  which  runs  in 
the  name  of  the  sovereign.  The  same  point  was  affirmed  by  the 
court  of  chancery  of  Ontario  in  the  Mercer  case.?  But  on  Novem¬ 
ber  14,  1881,  this  judgment  was  reversed,  on  appeal,  by  the  dominion 
supreme  court,  which  decided — the  chief  justice  and  Mr.  Justice 
Strong  dissenting— that  the  administration  of  the  royal  prerogative 
in  matters  of  escheats  was  not  within  the  competency  of  a  provincial 
executive  ;  that  by  consequence  the  Ontario  escheat  act  (revised 
statutes,  c.  94)  was  ultra  vires  ;  that  the  Crown  in  Canada  still  re¬ 
retained  this  prerogative,  inasmuch  as  no  Imperial  statute  had 
divested  her  Majesty  of  the  same,  neither  had  it  been  voluntarily 
surrendered  by  the  Crown.  In  England  the  sovereign  can  dispose 
of  the  title  to  escheated  lands,  when  it  accrues  to  the  Crown,  at 
pleasure,  and  without  the  control  of  parliament,  although,  by  law, 
any  revenues  from  escheats,  after  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative,  in 
the  grant  or  disposal  of  such  property,  are  paid  in  to  the  consolidated 
fund.  In  like  manner  in  Canada  before  confederation,  the  sovereign 

'  O 

had  ceded  to  the  provinces  the  revenues  arising  from  escheats,  but 
had  never  divested  herself  of  her  prerogative  right,  as  an  act  of 
grace  and  favour  to  particular  individuals.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court,  pursuant  to  sections  one  hundred  and  two  and  one 
hundred  and  twenty-six  of  the  British  North  America  act,  the  right 
of  appropriating  the  revenues  from  escheats  remains  with  the  do¬ 
minion  government  and  is  not  transferred  to  the  provinces  under 
section  one  hundred  and  nine.  It  also  appertains  to  the  governor- 
general,  as  the  direct  and  immediate  representative  of  the  sovereign, 
to  exercise  this  prerogative  for  reasons  similar  to  those  which  regu¬ 
late  the  administration  of  the  prerogatives  of  mercy  and  of  honour.11 

In  Nova  Scotia,  since  confederation,  the  governor-general,  as  the 
immediate  representative  of  her  Majesty,  has  assumed  the  right  to 
appropriate  escheats,  and  has  acted  on  the  customary  practice  of 
recognising  the  claims  of  relatives  who  nevertheless  were  not  heirs- 

o  O 


g  Att.-Gen.  v.  O’Reilly,  Ch.  Rep.  v.  6,  p.  576. 
v.  26,  p.  126.  This  decision  was  h  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  5,  p.  538. 
ratified  by  the  Ontario  Court  of  Ap-  See  ante ,  p.  582. 
peal,  in  March  1880,  Ont.  App.  Rep. 

Q  Q 
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at-law.1  On  February  15,  1882,  tlie  Nova  Scotia  government  were 
informed,  by  direction  of  the  governor-general  in  council,  that  unless 
an  act  passed  by  the  local  legislature  in  1881  concerning  Crown 
lands,  and  which  authorised  the  provincial  government  to  represent 
the  Queen  in  matters  of  escheat,  were  repealed  in  accordance  with 
the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court,  it  would  be  disallowed.!  This 
act  was  accordingly  amended  in  1882. 

The  Ontario  government,  however,  carried  the  Mercer  case  on 
appeal  to  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council,  which  reversed 
the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  dominion,  affirmed  that  of  the 
Ontario  courts  of  chancery  and  appeal,  and  declared,  by  implication, 
that  escheated  lands  in  any  province  revert  to  the  provincial  and  not 
to  the  dominion  government,  as  representing  the  Crown  in  this 
particular.  The  judgment  turned  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word 
‘  royalties  ’  in  the  one  hundred  and  ninth  section  of  the  British 
North  America  act.  Their  lordships  were  of  opinion  that  this  term 
should  be  allowed  its  primary  and  appropriate  sense  as  to  (at  all 
events)  all  the  subjects  with  which  it  is  there  associated — lands  as 
well  as  mines  and  minerals — an  interpretation  which  also  seems  to 
be  the  most  consistent  with  the  purport  of  this  statute,  which 
assigns  to  the  several  provinces  all  other  ordinary  territorial  revenues 
of  the  Crown  arising  therein.11 

It  lias  also  been  determined,  in  conformity  with  the 
opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  England — 
and  in  opposition  to  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  do¬ 
minion  minister  of  justice — that  lieutenant-governors 
of  the  provinces  are  competent  to  exercise  the  preroga¬ 
tive  right  of  issuing  marriage  licenses,  and  the  provincial 
legislatures  to  pass  laws  regulating  the  same.1  This  has 
since  been  ratified  by  the  revised  statutes  of  Ontario, 
c.  131,  sec.  5. 

By  the  British  North  America  act,  1867,  sec.  91 
(26),  the  dominion  parliament  is  exclusively  empowered 
to  legislate  in  regard  to  ‘  marriage  and  divorce,’  e.g.,  to 
determine  what  shall  constitute  a  legal  marriage,  and 
what  marriages  shall  be  forbidden  as  unlawful;  likewise 


1  Mr.  Macdougall,  in  Ont.  App. 
Rep.  v.  6,  p.  580. 

j  N.S.  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1882, 
App.  No.  13. 


k  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S.  v.  49,  p.  812 ; 
8  L.  R.  App.  Cas.  p.  767. 

1  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  89, 
p.  839. 


CONTROL  IN  MATTERS  OF  ADMINISTRATION.  595 

to  determine  wluit  slinll  constitute  vulid  ^rounds  of 
divorce. 

By  the  one  hundred  and  first  section  of  this  act  the 
dominion  parliament  is  also  competent  to  establish  a 
dominion  court  of  divorce  and  matrimonial  causes.  In 
the  opinion  of  the  English  Crown  law  officers  (above 
cited)  the  dominion  powers  embrace  4  all  matters  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  status  ol  marriage,  between  what  persons  and 
under  what  circumstances  it  shall  be  created,  and  (if  at 
all)  destroyed.'  m  But  the  ninety-second  section  of  the 
British  North  America  act  (sub-sec.  12)  provides  that 
4  solemnisation  of  marriage  in  the  province  5  is  to 
gulated  b\  provincial  law,  so  that  the  grant  of 
marriage  licenses  and  the  prescribing  of  the  mode  and 
form  in  which  marriages  shall  be  solemnised  appertains 
exclusively  to  the  provincial  legislatures.11 

The  formal  mode  of  contracting  marriages  is  no 
doubt  a  fit  subject  for  the  discretion  of  the  local  legis¬ 
latures,  because,  as  a  general  rule,  no  difference  of  mere 
form  can  invalidate  a  marriage  lawfully  contracted  in 
any  part  of  the  Queen’s  dominions.  It  is  very  different 
in  regard  to  the  essential  conditions  of  marriage.  In 
this  respect  it  is  of  vital  importance  that  a  uniform  law 
should  prevail  throughout  the  realm,  and  that  marriages 
legally  contracted  in  one  colony  should  not  be  inopera¬ 
tive  for  all  legal  purposes  in  another.0  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  legislation  upon  the  essentials  of  marriage 
and  divorce  is  conferred,  in  Canada,  exclusively  upon 
the  dominion  parliament. 


,n  See  Can.  Act,  42  Vic.  c.  79,  for 
relief  of  Eliza  M.  Campbell.  And 
see  Dom.  Ann.  Reg.  for  1879,  p.  135. 
See  also  McDougall  v.  Campbell, 
41  Q.  B.  N.  C.  p.  332.  For  existing 
law  respecting  marriage  and  divorce 
in  all  the  Canadian  provinces,  see 
Can.  L.  T.  v.  1,  p.  665,  and  Can. 
Stat.  1882,  c.  42. 


n  See  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No. 
170,  and  Judge  Gwynne’s  observa¬ 
tions  in  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  3,  p 
568. 

0  See  Duke  Newcastle’s  despatch 
of  Feb.  19,  1861,  to  Governor  of 
Victoria,  Vic.  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 
1860-61,  App.  No.  58. 
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In  the  United  States,  where  questions  in  relation 
to  ‘  marriage  and  divorce  ’  are  regulated  by  the  law*  of 
each  state,  and  not  by  congress,  the  utmost  confusion 
and  mischief  prevails,  owing  to  the  clashing  of  various 
discordant  laws  on  this  subject.11 

The  Ontario  revised  statutes,  c.  15,  sec.  15,  empower 
the  lieutenant-governor  of  the  province  to  remit  the 
forfeiture  or  penalty,  in  certain  civil  cases,  which  would 
otherwise  accrue  to  the  Crown. 

Pursuant  to  the  British  North  America  act,  sec.  136, 
and  under  the  authority  of  the  dominion  statute,  1877, 
c.  24,  which  was  passed  to  remove  doubts  on  the  sub¬ 
ject,  so  far  as  the  dominion  parliament  was  competent 
to  determine  the  same,  the  lieutenant-governor  in 
council,  in  each  province  of  Canada,  is  declared  to  have 
the  power  of  appointing,  and  of  altering  from  time  to 
time,  the  great  seal  of  the  province.4 

The  judges  of  the  supreme  court  in  Nova  Scotia  pointed  out  in 
‘The  Great  Seal1  case,  in  1877,  that  her  Majesty,  in  assenting 
(through  the  governor-general)  to  certain  provincial  acts,  autho¬ 
rising  ‘  her  lieutenant-governor 1  to  exercise  her  prerogative  right 
in  the  use  of  the  great  seal  in  and  for  the  province — ‘  to  the  extent 
in  which  it  is  necessarily  conferred  on  that  high  officer  by  the 
statute 1 — did  expressly  delegate  to  and  empower  lieutenant-governors 
to  exercise  certain  prerogative  rights  appropriate  to  the  office  of  the 
representative  of  the  sovereign  in  the  particular  province.1-  The 
dominion  supreme  court,  in  reviewing  the  decision  in  ‘  The  Great 
Seal1  case,  in  1879,  did  not  contravene  this  position.  (See  ante, 
p.  339.)  In  fact,  the  chief  justice  of  the  court,  in  the  Mercer  case, 
in  1881,  pointed  out  that  ‘the  great  seal  is  never  attached  to  a 
document  except  to  authenticate  an  act  done  in  the  Queen’s  name.1  s 

And  in  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Amer  et  al.,  it  was 
held  by  Mr.  Justice  Wilson  that,  since  confederation, 


p  See  Int.  Rev.  Aug.  1881,  p.  Nova.  Scotia  Assem.  Jour.  1878, 
139;  Princeton  Rev.  Jan.  1882,  pp.  App.  No.  1G. 

90-99;  ib.  Nov.  1883,  p.  227 ;  Am.  1  See  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No. 
L.  Rev.  N.S.  v.  17,  p.  166.  86,  p.  36. 

q  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  86.  s  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  5,  p.  638. 
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the  lieutenant-governor  of  Ontario  (equally  with  the 
governor-general  of  the  dominion)  is  capable  of  exercis¬ 
ing  the  prerogative  right  of  issuing  special  commissions 
to  authorise  the  holding  of  courts  of  assize,  for  the  trial 
of  criminal  offences. 13 

This  point  has  since  been  enforced  with  great  ability — and  as  a 
principle  equally  applicable  to  all  the  provinces  in  the  dominion — 
by  the  judgments  rendered  in  the  supreme  court  of  British  Columbia, 
on  June  26,  1880,  upon  the  question  of  the  validity  of  a  trial  for 
murder  which  was  held  before  a  court  in  British  Columbia,  but 
which  had  not  been  formally  opened  by  a  commission  issued  by  the 
lieutenant-governor.  The  court  were  unanimously  agreed  that  such 
a  commission  was  necessary  to  the  due  order  of  criminal  procedure  ; 
and  that  the  lieutenant-governor  was  constitutionally  competent, 
under  the  British  North  America  act  of  1867,  to  issue  the  same.11 
Subsequently,  however,  by  the  British  Columbia  statute,  1879,  c.  12, 
sec.  14  (approved  by  the  dominion  government  in  May  1880),  the 
lieutenant-governor  was  empowered  to  authorise  the  holding  of  such 
courts  ‘  with  or  without  commissions.’ v 

Iii  like  manner,  the  lieutenant-governors  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces  have  suitably  exercised  the  right  of  appointing 
justices  of  the  peace,  in  their  respective  provinces, 
pursuant  to  provincial  acts  passed  under  the  authority 
of  sub-section  14  of  the  British  North  America  act,  1867, 
clause  92.  Legislation  to  this  effect  passed  in  Ontario 
in  1868  ;  in  Quebec  in  the  first  session  of  1870  ;  in  New 
Brunswick  by  the  revised  statutes  of  1876  (c.  29), 
which  validates  all  such  appointments  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor  since  July  1,  1867  ;  and  in  Nova  Scotia  in 
1880,  by  c.  17,  which  has  a  similar  retrospective  clause. 

These  details  are  given  because  of  an  extraordinary 
decision  of  the  judge  of  the  county  court  in  Digby, 
Nova  Scotia,  which  asserts  that  the  power  to  appoint 
justices  of  the  peace  in  the  several  provinces  of  the 


1  Ont.  Q.  B.  Bep.  v.  42,  p.  391.  behalf  of  the  Crown. 
u  This  judgment  was  afterwards  v  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  141, 
published  by  Mr.  Justice  Crease,  in  p.  205. 
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dominion  rests  solely  with  the  governor-general.'”'  The 
dominion  government,  in  leaving  these  provincial  acts 
to  their  operation,  unmistakably  show  their  approval 
of  them.  The  constitutional  question  has  since  been 
affirmed,  in  favour  of  the  provincial  governments,  by 
the  court  of  Queen’s  bench  in  Ontario.* 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that,  in  a  modified  but  most 
real  sense,  the  lieutenant-governors  of  the  Canadian 
provinces  are  representatives  of  the  Crown. 

Let  us  now  inquire  into  the  extent  to  which  these 
lieutenant-governors  ‘  are  more  immediately  respon¬ 
sible  to  the  governor-general  in  council,’  and  into  the 
duty  which  properly  devolves  upon  the  central  govern¬ 
ment  in  any  group  of  confederated  colonies  to  exercise 
towards  the  subordinate  provinces  the  degree  of  con¬ 
stitutional  oversight  and  control  which  the  Imperial 
executive  maintains  over  the  whole  empire. 

Such  supervision  in  Canada  would,  as  we  have  seen, 
sometimes  necessitate  a  direct  interference  with  the 
proceedings  of  the  provincial  authorities,  and  the  dis¬ 
allowing  of  acts  wherein  they  had  transgressed  the 
assigned  limits  of.  their  powers,  or  had  sought  to 
give  effect  to  principles  which  were  inimical  to  the 
interests  of  sister  provinces  or  of  the  confederation 
generally. 

But  in  addition  to  the  control  which,  under  these 
circumstances,  would  be  appropriately  fulfilled  by  the 
central  government,  there  is  a  further  duty  which  the 
existing  relation  between  a  central  and  a  subordinate 
government  obviously  entails  upon  the  former.  Having 
been  constitutionally  empowered  to  represent  towards 
subordinate  provinces,  associated  together  in  confede¬ 
ration,  the  supreme  authority  of  the  Crown,  and  to  act 


w  Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada,  p.  1  Regina  v.  Bennett,  Ont.  Rep. 
54.  v.  1,  p.  458. 
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towards  tliem  in  that  behalf,  the  central  government 
should  be  prepared  to  afford  to  the  several  subordinate 
governments  the  benefit  of  its  interposition  and  advice 
upon  all  matters,  whether  of  administration  or  of 
legislation,  wherein  the  same  could  be  advantageously 
rendered. 

The  extent  to  which  such  interference  would  be 
justifiable  must,  however,  altogether  depend  upon  the 
degree  of  self-government  accorded  by  the  sovereign 
power  to  the  particular  provinces.  There  could  be  no 
interference  beyond  these  limits  without  an  undue  en- 
croaclnnent  upon  the  confederation  compact.  But, 
even  where  direct  and  authoritative  interposition  would 
be  objectionable  or  undesirable,  the  paternal  position 
occupied  by  the  central  executive  towards  the  pro¬ 
vincial  governments  would  naturally  suggest  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  intervening  by  advice  or  remonstrance,  when¬ 
ever  it  might  appear  that  the  mature,  experienced,  and 
impartial  counsels  of  the  supreme  government  would 
be  helpful. 

In  like  manner,  the  local  ministries  and  parliaments 
in  the  self-governing  colonies  of  Great  Britain — even 
where  representative  institutions  of  the  most  liberal 
type  exist — not  infrequently  have  sought  the  advice  of 
the  Imperial  government  to  help  them  in  the  solution 
of  difficult  constitutional  questions ;  and  this  advice  is 
rarely  refused,  even  when  the  question  is  one  that  must 
be  locally  decided/ 

It  would  be  of  immense  advantage  to  all  subor¬ 
dinate  provinces  under  a  federal  government,  now  or 
hereafter  to  be  established  in  any  part  of  the  empire, 
if  the  local  authorities  could  appeal,  with  similar  confi¬ 
dence  and  assurance  of  receiving  wise  counsel  and 
true  guidance,  to  the  central  government,  whenever  a 
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necessity  for  the  same  might  arise.  It  should,  therefore, 
be  the  aim  and  obligation  of  every  supreme  federal 
government  to  supply  to  its  subordinate  provinces  an 
equal  measure  of  intelligent  and  impartial  aid,  in  the 
endeavour  to  solve  the  problems  which  are  continually 
arising  in  the  working  of  free  institutions,  to  that  which 
the  Imperial  government  paternally  accords  to  all  the 
colonies  and  dependencies  of  the  Crown. 

Such  a  function,  whether  it  be  discharged  for  the 
purposes  of  advice,  admonition,  or  restraint,  would,  by 
constitutional  analogy,  be  fittingly  entrusted  to  the 
secretary  of  state  of  the  federal  government,  who  is  the 
proper  channel  and  representative  to  the  subordinate 
provinces  of  the  central  and  supreme  authority. 

In  conformity  with  the  constitutional  maxim  that 
‘  advice  and  responsibility  must  go  hand  in  hand,’ z  it  is 
evident  that,  whenever  a  central  government  under¬ 
takes  to  advise  or  to  control  a  provincial  government, 
the  central  executive  must  be  accountable  for  the  same 
to  the  central  parliament.  The  action  which  it  may  be 
expedient  for  a  central  parliament  to  take  under  such 
circumstances,  can  only  be  determined  by  a  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  respective  limits  assigned  by  Imperial 
authority  to  provincial  and  federal  jurisdiction. 

The  federal  system  was  unknown  in  Great  Britain 
or  her  colonies,  until  it  was  introduced  and  applied  to 
the  colonies  in  British  North  America  by  the  Imperial 
act  of  1867.  Since  then  an  attempt  has  been  made  to 
establish  a  similar  system  in  South  Africa;  but  this 
project  is,  for  the  present,  in  abeyance.  Probably,  ere 
long,  the  accomplishment  of  Australian  federation  will 
unite  together  under  a  form  of  government  resembling 
that  which  has  been  successfully  applied  to  the  older 
colonies  upon  the  American  continent.  Meanwhile,  a 


1  Tocld,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p.  53,  new  ed.  v.  1,  p.  118. 
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study  of  the  cases  that  have  arisen  under  the  Canadian 
constitution  cannot  but  be  serviceable  to  all  who  are 
interested  in  complex  questions  of  colonial  government. 

In  1878,  a  much  controverted  case  arose  in  Canada, 
under  the  British  North.  America  act  of  186/,  affecting 
the  relations  between  the  dominion  and  provincial 
governments,  so  far  as  the  office  of  lieutenant-governor 
is  concerned.  Before  it  was  finally  disposed  of,  the 
counsel  of  the  Imperial  government  was  requested,  in 
view  of  the  importance  of  the  decision  as  a  precedent 
for  future  guidance.  It  will  therefore  be  profitable  to 
call  attention  to  the  facts  of  this  case,  and  to  point  out 
their  bearing  upon  the  general  questions  now  under 
consideration. 

In  March,  1878,  his  Honour  Luc  Letellier,  the  lieutenant- 
governor  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  in  the  exercise  of  his  consti¬ 
tutional  discretion,  dismissed  his  ministers,  and  summoned  other 
advisers  to  his  counsels.  The  circumstances  under  which  M.  Letellier 
exercised  this  prerogative  of  the  Crown  were  afterwards  reported 
by  himself  to  the  governor-general. 

The  lieutenant-governor  alleged  that,  in  general,  the  recommen¬ 
dations  which  from  time  to  time  he  addressed  to  his  ministers  upon 
public  affairs  had  not  received  from  them  the  consideration  which 
was  due  to  suggestions  emanating  from  the  representative  of  the 
Crown. 

That  his  ministers  had  taken  steps  in  regard  both  to  adminis¬ 
trative  and  legislative  measures,  not  only  contrary  to  his  represen¬ 
tations,  but  even  without  previously  advising  him  of  what  they 
proposed  to  do.  This  was  notably  exhibited  in  the  case  of  a  bill 
which  contained  provisions  whereby  her  Majesty’s  subjects  would 
have  been  deprived  of  their  undoubted  right  to  the  protection  of 
the  courts  of  law,  in  matters  of  dispute  with  the  provincial 
government. 

That  the  bill  in  question,  which  was  intended  to  substitute  the 
power  of  the  executive  for  that  of  the  judiciary,  in  determining 
certain  claims  under  a  railway  act,  had  been  introduced  by  ministers 
into  the  legislative  assembly,  and  passed  through  both  houses,  with¬ 
out  the  previous  consent  of  the  lieutenant-governor,  and  notwith¬ 
standing  his  strenuous  opposition  to  the  measure,  whieh  he  deemed 
to  be  an  arbitrary  and  illegal  infringement  of  vested  rights. 
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That  ministers  had,  he  believed,  yielded  to  a  corrupt  pressure, 
brought  to  bear  on  them  by  irregular  combinations  of  members,  for 
political  considerations,  to  promote  a  lavish  expenditure  of  public 
money  in  subsidising  railways,  contrary  to  the  advice  of  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor,  who  warned  them  of  the  detrimental  result  to  the 
province  of  such  objectionable  influences. 

The  lieutenant-governor  further  alleged  that  he  had  repeatedly 
remonstrated  with  his  ministers  before  proceeding  to  extremity  with 
them,  but  without  avail.  At  length  he  was  compelled  to  declare 
that  he  could  no  longer  repose  confidence  in  them,  and  must  place 
the  administration  of  the  government  in  other  hands. 

After  the  dismissal  of  the  De  Boucherville  ministry,  the  leader 
of  the  opposition  in  the  assembly,  M.  H.  G.  Joly,  was  called  upon 
to  form  a  new  administration.  He  succeeded  in  the  attempt,  but 
being  unable  to  carry  on  the  government  with  a  powerful  majority 
against  him  in  the  assembly  (his  supply  bill  having  been  rejected  by 
a  vote  of  thirty-two  to  thirteen),  he  applied  for  a  dissolution  of  the 
legislature,  which  was  granted  by  the  lieutenant-governor. 

The  new  assembly  met  in  June,  1878.  Parties  were  very  evenly 
balanced,  and  M.  Joly’s  ministry  was  repeatedly  saved  from  defeat, 
on  questions  of  confidence,  only  by  the  casting  vote  of  the  speaker, 
though  in  one  instance,  on  a  vote  against  the  government,  it  was 
defeated  by  a  majority  of  one.a  But,  as  the  session  proceeded, 
political  strife  was  relaxed,  and  ministers  were  enabled  to  complete 
the  business  of  legislation. 

The  act  of  the  lieutenant-governor,  in  dismissing  the  De  Boucher¬ 
ville  administration,  gave  great  umbrage  to  the  political  party  then 
in  the  ascendant  in  Lower  Canada.  The  ex-ministers  assigned 
reasons  to  the  legislature  for  their  removal  from  office,  which  re¬ 
flected  injuriously  upon  the  motives  and  conduct  of  the  lieutenant- 
governor.  M.  Letellier  regarded  these  explanations  as  being  partial 
and  erroneous.  He  therefore  forwarded  to  the  Earl  of  Dufferin, 
the  governor-general,  a  memorandum,  containing  explanations  in 
justification  of  his  proceedings,  wherein  he  showed  that  the  action 
of  his  late  advisers  had  endangered  the  prerogatives  of  the  Crown, 
and  jeopardised  the  welfare  of  the  province. 

A  counter-statement,  in  rebuttal  and  refutation  of  certain 
alleged  inaccuracies  in  M.  Letellier’s  memorandum,  was  afterwards 
forwarded  to  the  governor-general  by  the  ex-premier,  M.  De  Bou¬ 
cherville.  And,  at  a  subsequent  period,  a  petition  was  addressed 
to  the  governor-general  in  council,  by  certain  members  of  the  ex¬ 
ministry,  praying  for  the  dismissal  of  his  honour  the  lieutenant- 
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governor  of  the  province  of  Quebec.  This  petition,  with  an  answer  Letellier 
made  to  the  statements  therein  by  M.  Letellier  and  a  rejoinder  case- 
by  the  petitioners,  were  transmitted,  at  different  periods,  by  the 
governor-general,  without  comment,  to  the  senate  and  house  of 
commons  of  Canada  then  in  session.b 

The  dominion  government  having  refrained  from  taking  any 
action  upon  these  petitions  of  complaint  against  the  lieutenant- 
governor,  the  political  friends  of  the  ex-ministers  determined  to 
bring  the  matter  into  discussion  in  both  houses  of  the  Canadian 
parliament.  And  here  it  should  be  stated  that  the  conservative 
party,  which  had  espoused  the  cause  of  M.  De  Boucherville,  was  in 
a  majority  in  the  senate,  but  in  a  minority  in  the  house  of  commons. 

On  April  11,  1878,  as  an  amendment  to  the  question  for  going 
into  committee  of  supply,  it  was  moved  by  Sir  John  Macdonald 
(then  leader  of  the  opposition),  seconded  by  Mr.  Brooks,  to  resolve, 
that  the  recent  dismissal  by  the  lieutenant-governor  of  the  province 
of  Quebec  of  his  ministry  was,  under  the  circumstances,  unwise, 
and  subversive  of  the  position  accorded  to  the  advisers  of  the 
Crown  since  the  concession  of  the  principle  of  responsible  govern¬ 
ment  to  the  British  North  American  colonies.  This  motion  led  to 
a  protracted  debate  ;  but,  on  April  15,  it  was  negatived  by  a  large 
majority. 

On  the  same  day,  the  leader  of  the  opposition  m  the  senate 
(Mr.,  now  Sir,  Alexander  Campbell),  seconded  by  senator  Bellerose, 
moved  to  resolve,  that  the  course  adopted  by  the  lieutenant-governor 
of  the  province  of  Quebec  towards  his  late  ministry  was  at  variance 
with  the  constitutional  principles  upon  which  responsible  govern¬ 
ment  should  be  conducted.  This  was  met  by  an  amendment,  pro¬ 
posed  by  supporters  of  the  Mackenzie  administration,  to  substitute 
a  resolution  to  declare  that,  ‘  under  the  rule  of  our  constitution,  the 
federal  and  the  provincial  governments,  each  in  their  own  sphere, 
enjoy  responsible  government  equally,  separately,  and  indepen¬ 
dently  ;  therefore,  under  existing  circumstances,  this  house  deems  it 
inexpedient  to  offer  any  opinion  on  the  recent  action  of  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  or  of  his  late  ministers. 

This  amendment  was  negatived  by  a  strict  party  vote,  and  the 
original  motion  agreed  to.c 

The  two  houses  were  thus  divided  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  , 


b  See  Senate  and  Commons  Jour,  specting  the  case  of  M.  Letellier. 
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and  no  further  proceedings  were  taken  upon  it  during  that  session 
of  the  dominion  parliament. 

Shortly  afterwards,  a  dissolution  of  the  dominion  parliament  oc¬ 
curred,  the  existing  parliament  being  about  to  expire  by  efflux  of 
time.  The  general  elections  went  against  the  party  in  power  ;  and 
the  conservative  party,  headed  by  Sir  John  A,  Macdonald,  were 
triumphant.  The  Mackenzie  administration  accordingly  resigned 
office,  and  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald  was  appointed  premier  of  the 
incoming  ministry. 

The  new  parliament  met  on  February  13,  1879.  Ministers  took 
no  steps  in  furtherance  of  the  policy  they  had  advocated  when  in 
opposition  for  the  removal  of  Governor  Letellier.  But  the  question 
was  mooted  by  one  of  their  supporters,  who  submitted  to  the  house 
of  commons  a  motion,  identical  in  terms  with  that  proposed  in  the 
previous  session  by  Sir  J.  A.  Macdonald,  and  then  defeated  by  a 
majority  of  thirty-two.  On  March  14,  1879,  this  motion  was  agreed 
to  by  a  majority  of  eighty-five. 

Whereupon  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald  informed  the  governor- 
general  (the  Marquis  of  Lome),  that  in  the  opinion  of  ministers, 
after  the  resolution  of  the  senate  last  session,  and  that  of  the  house 
of  commons  in  the  present  session,  ‘  the  usefulness  of  M.  Letellier, 
as  lieutenant-governor  of  Quebec,  was  gone,’  and  they  advised  his 
removal  from  office.  ‘  After  such  a  vote,’  they  urged,  £  it  must  be 
obvious  that  he  cannot  either  with  profit  or  advantage  be  main¬ 
tained  in  his  position.’  ‘  Even  if  their  opinion  had  been  adverse  to 
that  arrived  at  by  parliament,’  the  ministry  considered  that  they 
were  £  bound  to  respect  that  decision,  and  to  act  upon  it  as  they 
have  done  by  advising  the  removal.’ d 

The  governor-general  demurred  to  this  proposition.  He  objected 
to  the  policy  which  dictated  the  advice,  and  believed  that  £  the  dis¬ 
missal  of  the  lieutenant-governor  would  set  a  dangerous  precedent.’ 
In  this  dilemma,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  premier,  it  was  agreed  to 
refer  the  matter  to  her  Majesty’s  government  for  their  consideration 
and  instructions  ;  inasmuch  as  the  question  was  new,  and  the  deci¬ 
sion  thereon  would  settle  for  the  future  the  relations  between  the 
dominion  and  provincial  governments,  so  far  as  concerns  the  office 
of  lieutenant-governor. 

In  the  words  of  the  governor-general,  which  were  assented  to 
by  Sir  J.  A.  Macdonald,  ‘  to  dismiss  the  lieutenant-governor  for 
acts  for  which  M.  J oly  has  declared  himself  to  be  responsible  to  the 
provincial  legislature,  is  a  new  exercise  of  the  federal  power,  and  as 
it  affects  the  interpretation  of  an  Imperial  act,  which  carefully 
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guards  provincial  interests/  it  was  expedient  that  an  authoritative  Letellier 
expression  of  the  views  of  her  Majesty’s  government  should  be  ob-  cap¬ 
tained,  with  reference  to  the  powers  given  by  the  British  North 
America  act  of  1867,  to  the  governor -general,  for  the  dismissal  of  a 
lieutenant-governor. 

In  support  of  the  advice  tendered  by  ministers  for  the  removal 
of  M.  Letellier,  the  premier  forwarded  a  memorandum  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  governor-general,  to  be  communicated  to- the  secretary  of 
state  for  the  colonies. 

When  M.  Letellier  learnt  that  the  question  had  been  referred  to 
the  consideration  of  the  Imperial  government,  he  addressed  a  letter, 
dated  April  18,  1879,  to  the  dominion  secretary  of  state,,  containing 
further  explanations  in  regard  to  his  conduct,  in  the  matter  of  com¬ 
plaint,  for  the  information  of  the  governor-general.  Herein,  after 
rehearsing  the  facts  of  the  case,  he  submitted  an  order  in  council, 
passed  by  the  Quebec  government,  which  asserted  ‘  that  the  action 
of  the  lieutenant-governor  of  the  province'  of  Quebec,  in  dismissing 
his  ministers  and  calling  others  in  their  stead,  is  a  purely  provincial 
matter,  affecting  in  no  way  federal  interests,  and  is  not  one  of  the 
causes  contemplated  in  the  fifty-ninth  section  of  the  British  North 
America  act,  as  justifying  the  removal  of  [a]  lieutenant-governor.’ e 

It  was  further  insisted  upon,  by  the  Quebec  government,  that 
‘  the  maintenance  of  local  and  provincial  autonomy  and  independ¬ 
ence  imperiously  demands  that  questions  of  purely  local  and  pro¬ 
vincial  interest  should  not  be  subjected  to  the  control  and  influence 
of  the  federal  legislature  and  the  federal  government.’ f 

In  order  to  watch  the  proceedings  that  might  be  taken  by  the 
Imperial  authorities  upon  this  case,  M.  Joly,  the  Quebec  prime 
minister,  proceeded  to  England  to  represent  the  lieutenant-governor 
personally,  and  the  executive  government  of  the  province  generally, 
in  their  efforts  to  protect  the  autonomy  of  Quebec.  The  dominion 
ministry,  meanwhile,  had  despatched  one  of  their  number  to  London, 
to  represent  the  case  on  their  own  behalf. 

Upon  his  arrival  in  London,  the  Quebec  premier  suggested  that 
a  reference  of  the  question  to  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy 
council  would  be  generally  acceptable  in  Canada,  on  account  of  the 
profound  respect  and  confidence  entertained  in  Canada,  as  elsewhere, 
for  the  decisions  of  that  tribunal.  The  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies,  however,  was  not  of  opinion  that  this  course  was  advisable. 

He  considered  the  present  case  closely  analogous  to  that  of  the  New 
Brunswick  school  act;  upon  which,  in  1872,  the  Canadian  house 
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of  commons  sought  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  judicial  committee. 
‘  It  was  then  decided  that,  there  being  nothing  in  the  case  which 
gave  the  Queen  in  council  any  jurisdiction  over  the  question,  her 
Majesty  could  not  with  propriety  be  advised  to  refer  to  a  committee 
of  the  privy  council  a  question  which  the  Queen  in  council  had  no 
authority  to  determine,  and  on  which  the  opinion  of  the  privy 
council  would  not  be  binding  on  the  parties  in  the  dominion  of 
Canada.’  s 

Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach,  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies,  in  a  despatch  dated  July  3,  1879,  conveyed  to  the  Marquis 
of  Lome  the  conclusions  of  her  Majesty’s  government,  upon  his 
request  for  instructions  in  regard  to  the  Letellier  question. 

The  application  for  instructions,  in  this  very  exceptional  case, 
was  approved  •  although,  as  a  rule,  whatever  affects  the  internal 
affairs  of  the  dominion  should  be  dealt  with  by  the  government  and 
parliament  of  Canada.  Bearing  in  mind  this  rule,  the  Imperial 
government  refrained  from  expressing  any  opinion  upon  the  merits 
of  this  case,  and  declined  to  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  the  governor-general,  by  the  British  North  America 
act,  for  determining  the  same. 

But,  in  view  of  the  importance  of  the  precedent  which  may  be 
established  by  the  decision  thereon,  her  Majesty’s  government  would 
not  withhold  their  opinion  on  the  abstract  question  of  the  function 
and  responsibilities  of  the  governor-general,  in  relation  to  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  of  a  province  under  the  Imperial  statute. 

Accordingly,  the  despatch  proceeds  to  state  that  ‘  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  lieutenant-governor  of  a  province  has  an  unques¬ 
tionable  constitutional  right  to  dismiss  his  ministers,  if,  from  any 
cause,  he  feels  it  incumbent  upon  him  to  do  so.  In  the  exercise  of 
this  right,  as  of  any  other  of  his  functions,  he  should  of  course  main¬ 
tain  the  impartiality  towards  rival  political  parties  which  is  essential 
to  the  proper  performance  of  the  duties  of  his  office  ;  and,  for  any 
action  he  may  take,  he  is  (under  the  fifty- ninth  section  of  the  British 
North  America  act)  directly  responsible  to  the  governor-general.’ 

In  deciding  whether  the  conduct  of  a  lieutenant-governor  merits 
removal  from  office,  the  governor-general — as  in  the  exercise  of  other 
powers  vested  in  him  by  the  Imperial  statute — must  act  ‘  by  and 
with  the  advice  of  his  ministers.’ 

Though  the  position  of  a  governor-general  would  entitle  his 
opinion  on  the  subject  ‘  to  peculiar  weight,  yet  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment  do  not  find  anything  in  the  circumstances  which  would  justify 
him  in  departing  in  this  instance  from  the  general  rule,  and  declin- 
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ing  to  follow  the  decided  and  sustained  opinion  of  his  ministers,  who 
are  responsible  for  the  peace  and  good  government  of  the  dominion 
to  the  parliament,  to  which  (according  to  the  fifty-ninth  section  of 
the  statute)  the  cause  assigned  for  the  removal  of  a  lieutenant- 
governor  must  be  communicated.’ 

On  the  other  hand,  the  secretary  of  state  advises  the  governor- 
general  to  request  his  ministers  to  review  their  action  in  this  case  ; 
and  to  satisfy  themselves  whether,  after  all  that  has  passed,  it  is 
‘  necessary  for  the  advantage,  good  government,  or  contentment  of 
the  province,  that  so  serious  a  step  should  be  taken  as  the  removal 
of  a  lieutenant-governor  from  office.’  ‘  The  spirit  and  intention  ’  of 
the  Imperial  statute  clearly  require  that  the  tenure  of  this  high 
office  ‘should,  as  a  rule,  endure  for  the  term  of  years  specifically 
mentioned  ;  and  that  not  only  should  the  power  of  removal  never 
be  exercised  except  for  grave  cause,  but  that  the  fact  that  the  politi¬ 
cal  opinions  of  a  lieutenant-governor  had  not  been,  during  his  former 
career,  in  accordance  with  those  held  by  any  dominion  ministry  who 
might  happen  to  succeed  to  power  during  his  term  of  office,  would 
afford  no  reason  for  its  exercise.’ 

The  long  interval  which  had  unavoidably  elapsed  between  the 
mooting  of  this  complicated  question  and  its  final  settlement,  might, 
it  was  suggested,  be  useful,  not  only  in  affording  time  for  its 
thorough  comprehension,  but  also  in  permitting  ‘the  strong  feelings, 
on  both  sides,  which  have  been  often  too  bitterly  expressed,  to 
subside.’11 

After  the  receipt  of  this  despatch,  the  governor-general,  on 
July  14,  1879,  requested  his  ministers  to  reconsider  their  advice,  in 
view  of  the  remarks  contained  therein,  and  likewise  of  ‘  the  support 
afforded  in  the  province  of  Quebec  to  M.  Joly,  the  minister  who  is 
by  constitutional  practice  responsible  for  the  action  of  the  lieutenant 
governor.’ 

On  July  21  Sir  J.  A.  Macdonald  reported  to  the  governor-gene¬ 
ral  that  the  cabinet,  ‘having  fully  considered  the  despatch  and  his 
excellency’s  minute,  desire  to  state  that,  after  anxious  consideration, 
they  adhere  to  the  advice  previously  tendered  to  him  for  the  removal 
of  Lieutenant-Governor  Letellier.’ 

Upon  which,  by  order  in  council,  approved  by  the  governor- 
general  on  July  25,  it  was  resolved,  ‘  that  it  is  expedient  and  neces¬ 
sary  that  Mr.  Letellier  should  be  removed  from  his  office  of  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  of  Quebec  ;  ’  and  that  ‘  the  cause  to  be  assigned  for 
such  removal,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  fifty-ninth  section 
of  the  British  'North  America  act,  1867,  is,  that  after  the  vote  of  the 
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house  of  commons  during  last  session,  and  that  of  the  senate  during 
the  present  session,  Mr.  Letellier’s  usefulness  as  a  lieutenant-governor 
was  gone.’ 

On  the  following  day,  on  the  recommendation  of  the  prime 
minister,  an  order  in  council  was  passed,  and  approved  by  his  excel¬ 
lency  the  governor-general,  appointing  the  Hon.  Thoodore  Robitaille 
lieutenant-governor  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  in  the  100m  and  stead 
of  the  Hon.  Luc  Letellier  de  St.  J ust,  removed.1 

The  foregoing  case  is  undoubtedly  one  of  consider¬ 
able  importance  as  a  precedent.  It  furnishes  the  first 
example  of  the  interposition  of  dominion  authority  for 
the  removal  of  a  provincial  lieutenant-governor  from 
office  before  the  expiration  of  his  ordinary  term  of 
service.  It  requires,  therefore,  to  be  carefully  and  dis¬ 
passionately  examined,  lest  erroneous  conclusions  should 
be  hereafter  drawn,  from  the  action  taken  upon  this 
case  by  either  party;  and  lest  it  should  seem  to  justify 
dominion  interference  in  provincial  affairs  under  unwar¬ 
rantable  circumstances. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  indisputable  that  the  lieuten¬ 
ant-governor  of  Quebec  was  in  error  when  he  claimed 
that,  as  the  representative  of  the  sovereign,  he  was 
‘  irresponsible  for  acts  performed  within  the  legitimate 
sphere  of  the  duties  prescribed  to  him  by  the  British 
North  America  act.’ 3  If  this  were  so,  as  Sir  John  A. 
Macdonald  justly  remarks,  ‘  a  provincial  lieutenant- 
governor  would  be  the  only  practically  irresponsible 
official  in  Canada.’ k  A  lieutenant-governor  is  clearly 
responsible  to  the  authority  that  has  appointed  him, 
and  by  which  lie  is  removable,  although  he  is  not 
responsible  to  any  other  tribunal  for  his  conduct  in 
office. 

Again,  we  cannot  approve  of  M.  Joly’s  assumption 
that  the  framers  of  the  British  North  America  act  drew 
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an  intentional  distinction  between  the  authority  that 
appoints  lieutenant-governors,  and  the  authority  that  is 
competent  to  dismiss  them — making  the  appointment 
to  proceed  from  the  governor-general  in  council,  and 
the  dismissal  to  be  the  act  of  the  governor  personally. 
The  advocates  of  this  theory  contend  that  the  distinction 
was  advisedly  made,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  lieu¬ 
tenant-governors  a  position  of  permanence,  during  their 
five  years’  lease  of  office,  irrespective  of  the  changes  of 
party  government  at  Ottawa  within  that  period.1  But 
Sir  John  A.  Macdonald  easily  refutes  this  argument,  as 
well  on  practical  grounds  as  upon  constitutional  prin¬ 
ciple.  He  points  to  the  undeniable  fact  that  all  acts  of 
government  must  equally  be  performed  under  the  advice 
of  responsible  ministers  wherever  the  British  constitu¬ 
tion  prevails,  whether  the  chief  executive  officer  is  in¬ 
dividually  charged  with  the  same,  or  whether  his  council 
are  formally  associated  with  him  in  the  transaction.111 

It  is  evident  that  the  tenure  of  office  of  a  lieutenant- 
governor  is  4  during  the  pleasure  of  the  governor-gene¬ 
ral,’  n  a  phrase  which  is  descriptive  of  a  tenure  different 
in  kind  from  that  of  one  who  holds  office  4  during  good 
behaviour.’  It  confers  no  vested  right  upon  a  lieutenant- 
governor  to  retain  his  office  for  any  number  of  years, 
and  it  gives  a  wide  scope  for  the  exercise  of  discretion 
on  the  part  of  the  removing  power. 

We  may,  therefore,  pass  by  as  unworthy  of  notice, 
the  contention  that  the  governor-general  personally  has 
alone  the  power  of  dismissing  a  lieutenant-governor ; 
and  that  he  is  at  liberty,  in  the  exercise  of  this  preroga¬ 
tive,  to  act  independently  of  his  constitutional  advisers. 
Hot  only  has  the  Canadian  premier  exposed  the  fallacy 
of  this  argument,  but  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state 

• 

1  Com.  Pap.  1878-79,  v.  51,  p.  453. 

162.  n  I>.  N.  A.  Act,  1867,  sec.  59. 

m  lb.  p.  153.  And  see  ante,  p. 
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for  tlie  colonies  has  ratified  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald’s 
interpretation  of  the  Imperial  statute  in  this  parti¬ 
cular. 

There  can,  then,  be  no  doubt  that  a  lieutenant- 
governor  is  directly  responsible  to  the  authority  by 
which  he  has  been  appointed,  namely,  the  governor- 
general  in  council,  and  that  he  is  removable  ‘  at  plea¬ 
sure  ’  by  that  body. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  position  of  a  lieutenant- 
governor,  under  the  British  North  America  act,  is  one 
which  renders  great  caution  and  forbearance  necessary 
in  the  exercise  of  this  authority. 

The  union  of  the  provinces  effected  by  that  statute 
was  a  federal  union.  And  it  was  so  framed  as  to  pre¬ 
serve  intact  and  inviolate  the  local  rights  and  privileges 
previously  assured  to  the  several  provinces,  so  far  as  is 
compatible  with  their  confederation. 

One  especial  privilege  conceded  to  the  colonies  in 
North  America  Alien  ‘  responsible  government  ’  was 
established  therein  was  that  of  self-government  in  local 
affairs.  This  privilege  was  obtained  after  a  protracted 
political  struggle,  and  was  highly  prized. 

By  the  British  North  America  act  of  1867,  the  Crown 
transferred  to  the  central  dominion  government  and 
parliament  the  measure  of  control  previously  exercised 
by  the  mother  country  over  the  respective  provinces  ; 
and  since  their  confederation  the  Imperial  government 
has  declined  to  interfere  directly  in  questions  of  local 
concern  in  the  provinces.0  But  this  concession  to  the 
federal  government  of  Imperial  rights  over  the  pro¬ 
vinces  simply  places  that  government  in  the  position 
towards  the  provincial  governments  heretofore  occupied 
by  the  Crown.  It  does  not  increase  or  diminish  the 
relative  powers  of  either  in  respect  to  local  affairs.  This 


0  See  ante ,  pp.  426,  455,  458. 
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principle  has  been  unreservedly  established  as  regards 
provincial  legislation.  It  is  well  understood  that  each 
province  retains  ‘  exclusive  ’  rights  of  legislation  with¬ 
in  its  assigned  jurisdiction,  that  may  not  be  interfered 
\\  ith  by  the  dominion  government,  save  only  when  do¬ 
minion  interests  or  the  public  welfare  in  general  might 
be  injuriously  affected  by  such  legislation.11 

The  same  principle  applies  with  equal  force  to  acts 
of  administration.  The  spirit  and  intent  of  the  British 
North  America  act  equally  forbids  unnecessary  inter¬ 
ference  by  the  dominion  executive  with  provincial  rights 
in  all  matters  of  local  self-government. 

This  explains  why  a  restraint  is  imposed  by  that 
statute  upon  the  prerogative  right  of  dismissing  a 
lieutenant-governor. 

Such  functionaries  cannot  be  removed  4  at  pleasure,’ 
as  freely  as  the  sovereign  is  at  liberty  to  remove  a 
colonial  governor.  The  act  secures  them  against  any 
such  arbitrary  exercise  of  the  prerogative.  They  are 
only  removable  within  five  years  of  their  appointment 
4  for  cause  assigned,  which  shall  be  communicated  by 
message  to  the  senate  and  house  of  commons  ’  at  the 

c 

earliest  possible  period. 

The  object  of  this  proviso  is  manifestly  to  guard 
ao-ainst  a  removal  for  insufficient  cause,  and  to  afford  a 

O 

guarantee  to  the  provinces  that  their  chief  executive 
officers  shall  not  be  removed  for  any  reason  that  would 
impair  or  infringe  upon  the  cherished  right  of  local 
self-government. 

But  what,  it  may  be  asked,  would  be  a  sufficient 
cause  for  such  a  proceeding  ? 

Undoubtedly,  if  a  lieutenant-governor  overstepped 
his  lawful  powers  he  would  be  properly  subject  to  dis¬ 
missal. 
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case. 
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p  See  ante,  pp.  524-529. 
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Or  if  he  exercised  his  lawful  powers  in  an  improper 
and  partial  manner. 

But,  let  the  sufficient  cause  be  what  it  may,  it  is  clear 
that  the  responsibility  for  the  act  of  removal  devolves 
upon  the  governor-general  in  council ;  and  that  the 
initiatory  step  to  that  end  should  proceed  from  thence. 

To  permit  the  initiative  in  such  a  momentous  pro¬ 
ceeding  to  be  undertaken  by  either  house  of  parliament 
would  be  an  undue  interference  with  executive  respon¬ 
sibility.  It  would  weaken  the  just  authority  of  the 
Crown,  and  produce  a  result  for  which  no  one  could 
be  held  actually  responsible. 

Herein,  it  is  obvious  that  the  dominion  government 
was  at  fault  in  the  procedure  against  Governor  Letellier. 

They  had  abstained,  as  a  government,  from  calling 
M.  Letellier  to  account.  And  when  the  two  houses  of 
parliament  had  passed  resolutions  calling  for  his  re¬ 
moval,  the  premier  informed  the  governor-general  that, 
in  the  opinion  of  ministers,  4  it  was  not  at  all  necessary, 
in  order  to  justify  their  advice,  to  go  behind  the  vote 
of  parliament :  .  .  .  even  if  their  opinion  had  been  ad¬ 
verse  to  that  arrived  at  by  parliament,  it  seems  clear 
that  they  are  bound  to  respect  that  decision,  and  to  act 
upon  it,  as  they  have  done,  by  advising  the  removal.’  q 

This  statement  involves  a  complete  abnegation  of 
ministerial  responsibility,  and  a  surrender  of  the  safe¬ 
guards  over  individual  rights  which  ministerial  respon¬ 
sibility  is  intended  to  afford. 

We  have  elsewhere  shown  that  4  any  direct  inter¬ 
ference  by  resolution  of  parliament  in  the  details  of 
government  is  inconsistent  with  and  subversive  of  the 
kingly  authority,  and  is  a  departure  from  the  funda¬ 
mental  principle  of  the  British  constitution,  which  vests 
all  executive  authority  in  the  sovereign,  while  it  insures 


q  Com.  Pap.  1878-79,  v.  51,  p.  152. 
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complete  responsibility  for  the  exercise  of  every  act  of  Leteiiier 
sovereignty.’  And  that  ‘  no  resolution  of  either  house 
of  parliament  which  attempts  to  adjudicate  in  any  case 
that  is  within  the  province  of  the  government  to  deter¬ 
mine  has  of  itself  any  force  or  effect.’ r 

Even  where  parliament  has  been  invested  by  statute 


with  the  direct  right  of  initiating  a  criminatory  pro¬ 
ceeding  for  the  removal  of  a  high  public  functionary, 
as  where  a  judge  is  declared  to  be  removable  upon  an 
address  from  the  two  houses  of  the  Imperial  parliament, 
constitutional  practice  requires  that,  in  any  such  ad¬ 
dress,  ‘  the  acts  of  misconduct  which  have  occasioned  Reserved 
the  adoption  thereof  ought  to  be  recapitulated,  in  tionary 
order  to  enable  the  sovereign  to  exercise  a  consti-  ]?°Jersof 
tutional  discretion  in  acting  upon  the  advice  of  par-  Crown, 
liament.’ 3 

This  wholesome  rule  is  imperatively  insisted  upon 
by  the  Crown  in  all  addresses  from  colonial  legislatures 
for  the  removal  of  judges  appointed  under  a  similar 
parliamentary  tenure.  In  cases  where  it  has  been  dis¬ 
regarded,  the  Crown  has  refused  to  give  effect  to  the 
address,  though  passed  by  a  colony  enjoying  ‘  respon¬ 
sible  government.’  And  this  because  ‘  in  dismissing  a 
judge,  in  compliance  with  addresses  from  a  local  legis¬ 
lature  and  in  conformity  with  law,  the  Queen  is  not 
performing  a  mere  ministerial  act,  but  adopting  a  grace 
responsibility,  which  her  Majesty  cannot  be  advised  to 
incur  without  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  dismissal  is 
proper.’ * 

The  resolutions  passed  by  the  senate  and  house  ot 
commons  of  Canada,  in  1878  and  1879,  substantially 

aoree  in  declaring  that  the  dismissal  by  the  lieutenant- 

o  ° 


r  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p.  257, 
new  ed.  v.  1,  p.  420. 

8  lb.  v.  2,  p.  744,  new  ed.  v.  2, 
p.  875. 


*  See  post,  p.  846.  And  see  Sir 
F.  Rogers’  memorandum,  in  Com. 
Pap.  1870,  v.  49,  p.  440. 
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governor  of  Quebec  of  his  ministers,  on  March  2,  1878, 
was  under  the  circumstances  unwise,  and  subversive  of 
the  constitutional  principles  upon  which  responsible 
government  should  be  conducted. 

This  assertion  is,  in  itself,  extremely  vague  and 
ambiguous.  It  does  not  explain  why  the  dismissal 
was  ‘  unwise,’  or  in  what  respect  it  was  ‘  subversive 
of  the  position  of  ministers  under  responsible  govern¬ 
ment.’ 

We  are,  therefore,  compelled  to  conclude  that  the 
action  taken  for  the  removal  of  Lieutenant-Governor 
Letellier  was  at  variance  with  constitutional  law  and 
precedent,  as  well  as  contrary  to  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  the  British  North  America  act ;  inasmuch  as  it  was 
initiated  by  parliament  and  not  by  the  executive 
government,  and  did  not  set  forth  the  particular  acts 
of  misconduct  for  which  his  removal  was  deemed  to  be 
necessary. 

If  we  go  behind  the  formal  resolutions  of  parliament, 
and  inquire  into  the  reasons  urged  by  the  advocates  of 
these  resolutions  for  their  adoption,  we  find  it  alleged, 
as  a  primary  motive  to  justify  the  dismissal  of  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor,  that,  by  his  dismissal  of  his  ministers 
at  a  time  when  they  were  able  to  command  a  majority  in 
parliament,  he  had  exercised  an  arbitrary  and  obsolete 
power,  which  was  incompatible  with  the  recognition  of 
responsible  government.  The  leader  of  the  opposition 
in  the  commons,  in  advocating  the  adoption  of  the 
resolution  against  Governor  Letellier,  said  that,  ‘in 
England,  the  power  of  dismissal  of  a  government  hav¬ 
ing  the  confidence  of  parliament  is  gone  for  ever,  and 
that,  if  it  is  gone  there,  it  ought  never  to  have  been 
attempted  to  be  introduced  in  a  colony  under,  the 
British  Crown.’ u 


u  Canadian  Hansard,  April  11,  1878,  p.  1894. 
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It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  point  out,  to  any  atten-  Leteiiier 
tive  reader  of  this  treatise,  that  this  ill-considered 
declaration  has  no  warrant,  either  in  theory  or  practice. 

In  our  preliminary  chapter,  we  have  described  the  pre¬ 
cise  powers  of  the  sovereign  in  relation  to  her  ministers 
and  parliament,  as  the  same  have  been  defined  by  emi¬ 
nent  British  statesmen  of  our  own  day.  The  reserved 
powers  of  the  Crown,  which  like  all  prerogatives  are 
held  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  people,  are  therein 
clearly  shown  to  include  the  right  of  appealing,  at  all 
times,  from  a  ministry,  strong  (it  may  be)  in  the  pos¬ 
session  of  the  confidence  of  the  existing  parliament,  to 
the  electorate,  whose  decision  must  ultimately  prevail. 
Meanwhile,  the  Crown  is  constitutionally  competent  to 
dismiss  any  ministry  in  whom  the  sovereign  is  no 
longer  able  to  confide,  and  invite  the  assistance  of  other 
ministers  who  are  willing  to  be  responsible  for  this  act 
of  the  Crownd  To  deny  to  the  sovereign  the  possession 
of  these  reserved  powers — however  seldom  it  may  be 
needful  to  exercise  them — would  be,  in  effect,  to  destroy 
the  strength  and  vitality  of  the  monarchy. 

And  this  is  equally  true  of  the  powers  of  a  governor  Consti^ 
in  the  colonies  of  Great  Britain.  powers 

The  right  of  a  governor,  or  lieutenant-governor,  to  °f0^em0] 
dismiss  his  ministers,  when  he  has  ceased  to  have  confi¬ 
dence  in  them  is  undeniable  ;  and  that  right  is  not  im¬ 
paired  by  the  fact  of  their  being  able  to  command  a 
majority  in  the  representative  chamber.  This  principle 
has  been  repeatedly  affirmed  in  colonies  under  respon¬ 
sible  government, w  and  it  is  now  placed  beyond  the 
reach  of  cavil  by  the  corroborative  testimony  of  her 
Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  in  the  Letei¬ 
iier  case,  that  ‘  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  [the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  of  a  province]  has  an  unquestionable 


v  See  ante,  pp.  13,  20. 


See  post,  p.  628. 
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constitutional  right  to  dismiss  his  ministers,  if,  from  any 
cause,  he  feels  it  incumbent  upon  him  to  do  so.’  x 

This  abstract  right  being  admitted,  we  may  go  further 
and  declare  that  it  is  the  bounden  duty  of  a  governor 
to  dismiss  his  ministers,  if  he  believes  their  policy  to  be 
injurious  to  the  public  interests,  or  their  conduct  to  be 
such,  in  their  official  capacity,  that  he  can  no  longer 
act  with  them  harmoniously  for  the  public  good.  But 
before  a  governor  proceeds  to  this  extremity,  at  least 
towards  a  ministry  having  the  confidence  of  the  assem¬ 
bly,  he  should  be  assured  that  he  can  replace  them  by 
others,  who  will  be  acceptable  to  the  country  and  to  the 
assembly,  as  well  as  to  himself,  and  who  will  be  prepared 
to  assume  full  responsibility  for  his  act  in  effecting  the 
chano-e  of  government. 

O  O 

By  a  dissolution  of  the  assembly,  consequent  upon  a 
change  of  ministry,  this  question  is  brought  directly 
under  the  review  of  the  constituencies. 

In  the  Letellier  case,  the  province  of  Quebec — which 
was  the  only  part  of  the  dominion  directly  interested 
in  the  wisdom  ol  the  lieutenant-governor’s  act  in  the 
dismissal  of  his  ministers — ratified  the  same  by  the 
support  which  they  afforded  to  M.  Joly,  the  minister 
who  became  constitutionally  responsible  for  the  action 
of  the  lieutenant-governor. 

To  revert  for  a  moment  to  the  votes  of  censure  against 
Governor  Letellier,  which  we  have  characterised  as 
‘  vague  and  ambiguous.’  It  is  noticeable  that  these 
votes,  whenever  they  were  proposed,  and  whether  they 
were  negatived  or  affirmed,  were  invariably  decided  as 
strict  party  questions.  This  fact  leads  us  to  object, 
still  further,  to  the  proceedings  in  this  case,  and  to 
deprecate  any  reliance  upon  it,  as  a  precedent  for  future 
guidance. 


*  See  606.  And  see  Hans.  D.  v.  191,  pp.  1994  (Marquess 

of  Salisbury),  1996  (Earl  Grey).  u 
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Such  questions  should  always  be  determined  upon 
broad  grounds  of  justice  and  of  public  policy,  wholly 
irrespective  of  party  proclivities.  While  it  may  be  un¬ 
necessary  that  a  governor  should  be  pointedly  charged 
with  gross  moral  or  political  misdeeds,  and  w  hile  the 
removal  of  a  governor  may  undoubtedly  be  advisable 
on  less  personal  considerations,  yet  there  should  be  at 
least  the  security  against  political  oppression  which  is 
afforded  by  insisting  that  a  vote  in  condemnation  ought 
not  to  be  affirmed  or  rejected  upon  strict  party  lines. 

It  may  be  said,  however,  that  the  unanimous  defence 
of  M.  Letellier  by  his  owm  political  friends  was  in  itself 
a  presumption  that  he  had  been  unduly  influenced  by 
party  bias  in  his  official  conduct,  instead  of  uniformly 
exhibiting  the  neutrality  which  is  essential  to  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  a  constitutional  governor.  And  Sir  John  A. 
Macdonald,  in  his  memorandum  on  the  case,  presented 
to  the  governor-general  after  the  last  adverse  vote  in 
the  house  of  commons  against  Governor  Letellier, 
says  that  his  removal  would  be  £  a  warning  to  all  future 
lieutenant-governors  to  exercise  their  povmrs  as  such 
with  the  strictest  impartiality.  As  M.  Letellier  has 
been  the  first,  in  the  case  of  his  removal,  he  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  the  last  partisan  lieutenant-governor,  and  all 
future  trouble  from  that  source  may  be  considered  as 
at  an  end.’7 

If  this  had  been  M.  Letellier’s  offence,  wdiy  w7as  not 
the  charge  of  partiality  and  political  preferences  dis¬ 
tinctly  formulated  against  him,  and  his  sentence  of 
dismissal  based  upon  proof  of  the  same  ?  Such  proof, 
if  it  existed,  could  not  have  been  difficult  to  procure, 
and  for  the  credit  of  the  country,  as  wrnll  as  in  view  of 
the  importance  of  establishing  a  great  constitutional 
precedent  upon  an  adequate  and  unimpeachable  founda- 


Letellier 

case. 


Alleged 

miscon¬ 

duct 

should  he 
stated  and 
proved. 


y  Com.  Pap.  1878-79,  v.  51,  p.  154. 
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tion,  it  should  have  been  adduced  on  this  occasion,  and 
the  order  in  council  for  M.  Letellier’s  removal  predi¬ 
cated  upon  it. 

Instead  of  this,  the  order  in  council,  equally  with  the 
resolutions  upon  which  it  was  professedly  founded,  was 
vague  and  indeterminate.  In  effect  it  was  a  mere 
assertion  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  political  allies  of 
the  dismissed  ministers  and  of  the  political  opponents 
of  those  who  had  been  placed  in  power  by  the  act  of 
the  lieutenant-governor,  ‘  his  usefulness  was  gone  !  ’ 

It  is  true  that  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence  in  an 
existing  administration  may  properly  be  passed  in 
either  house  of  parliament,  without  it  being  necessary 
to  assign  any  reasons  for  the  same.2  But  votes  of  this 
description  are  essentially  political,  and  are  always 
carried  by  party  majorities.  They  express  the  general 
feelings  of  those  who  support  them,  whilst  the  particu¬ 
lar  reasons  which  influence  the  majority  of  members 
may  materially  differ. 

But  it  is  contrary  to  the  first  principles  of  justice, 
and  in  opposition  to  the  established  usage  of  parliament, 
to  entertain  criminative  complaints  against  individuals 
except  for  cause  assigned,  which  cause  should  be  the 
assured  warrant  of  its  own  sufficiency,  upon  proof  of 
the  complaint  being  substantiated.0. 

Apart  from  all  personal  considerations,  and  aside 
from  the  question  whether  M.  Letellier’s  conduct  was 
uniformly  discreet  and  unobjectionable,  there  is  another 
aspect  in  which  this  case  must  be  examined. 

Bearing  in  mind  the  importance  in  our  confederate 
system  of  preserving  intact  provincial  rights,  and  the 
obvious  peril  of  any  undue  or  abitrary  interference 
therewith  by  the  federal  government,  we  must  inquire 


2  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  a  lb.  v.  1,  p.  354,  new  ed.  v.  1, 
396,  new  ed.  v.  2,  p.  494.  p.  573. 
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whether  the  action  of  the  lieutenant-governor  in  dis¬ 
missing  his  ministers  was  so  manifestly  unwise  and 
unnecessary  as  to  justify  the  interposition  of  dominion 
authority  for  its  condemnation. 

It  is  notorious  that,  if  the  forms  of  the  house  had 
permitted,  the  majority  of  the  house  of  commons  who 
negatived  the  motion  of  censure  against  Governor  Le- 
tellier  on  April  11,  1878,  would  have  directly  asserted, 
in  bar  of  this  proposition,  the  undeniable  principle  of 
non-intervention  by  the  federal  government  in  a  matter 
of  provincial  concern.13  But  the  motion  was  offered  as 
an  amendment  upon  going  into  committee  of  supply, 
when  by  parliamentary  usage  no  further  amendment  is 
allowable ;  otherwise,  had  it  been  possible  to  raise  a 
distinct  issue  upon  this  principle,  it  would  have  been 
difficult  and  injudicious  for  any  Canadian  statesman  to 
have  committed  himself  to  an  open  repudiation  of  it. 

In  the  senate,  however,  no  such  hindrance  existed. 
The  minority  in  that  chamber  were  of  the  party  of  the 
majority  in  the  commons.  They,  therefore,  failed  to 
prevent  the  passing  of  the  resolution  censuring  the 
lieutenant-governor.  But  they  placed  on  record  their 
reasons  for  objecting  to  the  vote  by  an  amendment 
which  declared  that,  under  the  rule  of  our  constitution, 
the  federal  and  the  provincial  governments,  each  in 
their  own  sphere,  enjoy  responsible  government  equally, 
separately,  and  independently  ;  therefore,  under  exist¬ 
ing  circumstances,  this  house  deems  it  inexpedient  to 
offer  any  opinion  on  the  recent  action  of  the  lieutenant- 
governor  of  the  province  of  Quebec  or  of  his  late 
ministers.0 

This  view  of  the  case  was  consistent  and  statesman¬ 
like.  It  did  not  ignore  the  propriety  of  a  dominion 


b  M.  Joly’s  letter  to  the  colonial  Pap.  1878-79,  v.  51,  p.  166. 
secretary  of  May  22,  1879,  Com.  c  See  ante ,  p.  603. 
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secretary  of  state  addressing  words  of  caution  and  ad¬ 
vice  to  a  lieutenant-governor,  whenever  it  might  appear 
suitable  and  expedient.  But  it  deprecated  coercive  in¬ 
terference  in  any  matter  plainly  and  exclusively  within 
the  domain  of  provincial  rights. 

If  any  just  cause  of  offence  or  complaint  had  arisen 
out  of  the  conduct  of  Lieutenant-Governor  Letellier  to¬ 
wards  his  late  ministers,  the  legislative  assembly  of  the 
province  were  competent  to  afford  redress.  The  Joly 
administration,  which  succeeded  to  office,  thereby  as¬ 
sumed  entire  responsibility  for  the  act  of  the  lieutenant- 
governor  in  dismissing  their  predecessors.  If  only  that 
ministry  had  been  compelled  to  resign — either  by  the 
vote  of  the  assembly  or  as  the  result  of  an  appeal  to 
the  people — the  governor  must  have  recalled  his  late 
advisers.  But,  by  the  dissolution  of  the  legislature 
which  ensued,  the  electoral  body  of  the  province  ratified 
the  action  of  M.  Letellier,  and  upheld  him  in  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  his  lawful  prerogative. 

We  are  free  to  admit  that  the  responsibility  which, 
under  the  British  North  America  act,  a  lieutenant- 
governor  incurs  to  the  governor-general  in  council 
renders  him  amenable  to  the  dominion  government  for 
his  conduct  in  office ;  and  that,  upon  all  needful 
occasions,  that  government  may  interpose,  either  to 
correct  irregularities,  to  counsel  in  emergencies,  or,  if 
necessary,  to  remove  an  incompetent  or  untrustworthy 
governor,  before  the  expiration  of  his  ordinary  term  of 
service. 

But,  in  the  discharge  of  this  duty,  in  a  system  so 
complex  and  delicate  as  that  of  the  Canadian  confede¬ 
ration,  great  caution  and  forbearance  must  be  observed, 
so  as  to  avoid  the  suspicion  of  party  influences,  or  of  a 
disposition  to  encroach  upon  provincial  rights  of  self- 
government. 

An  officer  of  the  eminent  position  and  responsibility 
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of  a  lieutenant-governor  should  be  placed  beyond  the 
reach  of  party  strife.  His  own  reputation  as  a  public 
man  will  always  depend  upon  his  unswerving  impar¬ 
tiality  and  entire  freedom  from  party  bias.  "But  he 
ought  not  to  be  exposed  to  political  assaults  for  his 
official  conduct.  And  it  should  not  be  in  the  power  of 
a  defeated  minority  in  his  own  province  to  assail  a  lieu- 
tenant-governor  or  his  responsible  advisers  by  appeal¬ 
ing  against  them,  on  party  grounds,  to  a  sympathising 
majority  in  the  dominion  parliament. 

Every  individual  in  the  community  is  interested 
in  sustaining  the  office  of  lieutenant-governor,  and  in 
securing  for  its  occupant  an  independent  and  non¬ 
political  tenure.  It  is,  therefore,  clear  that  the  4  cause 
assigned  for  the  removal  of  a  lieutenant-governor 
should  be  wholly  irrespective  of  party  considerations 
or  of  political  predilections,  and  should  be  sufficiently 
weighty  and  unequivocal  to  command  the  suffrages  of 
all  parties,  in  the  event  of  an  expression  of  the  opinion 
of  the  dominion  parliament  being  invited  upon  such 
an  act. 

The  law  which  prescribes  that  notification  of  the 
order  in  council  for  the  removal  from  office  of  a  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor,  and  of  the  cause  thereof,  shall  be 
communicated,  with  as  little  delay  as  possible,  to  the 
senate  and  house  of  commons  of  the  dominion  un¬ 
doubtedly  empowers  either  house  to  express  its  opinion 
or  to  tender  advice  to  the  governor-general,  not  merely 
in  reference  to  such  removal,  but  also  upon  any  ques¬ 
tion  that  may  appropriately  arise  out  of  the  appointment 
of  a  lieutenant-governor,  or  in  regard  to  his  execution 
of  his  trust. 

But,  when  we  note  the  jealous  care  which  is  appa¬ 
rent  throughout  the  British  North  America  act  to 
define  and  regulate  the  exercise  of  the  4  exclusive 
powers  ’  assigned  by  that  statute  to  the  provincial 
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governments — whether  those  powers  appertain  to  the 
executive  or  to  the  legislature — it  is  manifest  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  Imperial  parliament  to  guard 
from  invasion  all  rights  and  powers  exclusively  con¬ 
ferred  upon  the  provincial  authorities,  and  to  provide 
that  the  reserved  right  of  interference  therewith  by  the 
dominion  executive  or  parliament  should  not  be  exer¬ 
cised  in  the  interests  of  any  political  party,  or  so  as  to 
impair  the  principle  of  local  self-government.  Prior 
to  confederation,  this  principle  was  earnestly  and  suc¬ 
cessfully  contended  for,  as  a  restraint  upon  undue  inter¬ 
ference  by  the  Imperial  authorities  in  matters  of  local 
concern.  It  is  no  less  essential  now,  when  the  diverse 
interests  of  separate  provinces,  heretofore  independent 
of  each  other,  require  to  be  harmoniously  combined — 
without  infringing  upon  the  freedom  of  any  govern¬ 
ment  within  the  sphere  of  its  constitutional  powers — 
so  as  to  insure  unity  and  co-operation  for  the  common 
good. 

Hence,  we  conclude  that  the  reserved  right  of 
the  dominion  government  to  remove  a  provincial  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  from  office  should  only  be  used  upon 
grave  emergencies — so  obviously  irrespective  of  party 
considerations  as  to  secure  the  consent  of  all  impartial 
statesmen — and  moreover  when  it  is  clear  that  the  re¬ 
moval  can  be  effected  without  detriment  to  the  principle 
of  local  self-government. 

The  abstract  right  of  deliberation,  and  of  conse¬ 
quent  action  thereupon,  which  is  undeniably  possessed 
by  the  two  houses  of  the  dominion  parliament,  upon 
all  matters  which  affect  or  concern  the  welfare  of  the 
Canadian  people,  is  likewise  subject  to  limitation  and 
restraint,  by  the  constitutional  law  of  the  confederation. 
And  it  is  equally  incumbent  upon  the  dominion  par¬ 
liament,  as  it  is  upon  the  governor-general  in  council 
and  upon  the  governor-general  in  his  capacity  of  an 
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Imperial  officer,  representing  in  Canada  the  authority 
of  the  Crown,  to  respect  and  uphold  the  federal  rights 
secured  to  the  several  provinces  by  the  British  North 
America  act ;  and  to  abstain  from  encroaching  upon 
the  same,  and  from  any  undue  interference  there¬ 
with. d 

Fiee  discussion  in  the  parliament  of  the  dominion, 
upon  all  Canadian  questions,  is  a  constitutional  and 
indisputable  privilege,  the  exercise  of  which  may  be 
oftentimes  productive  of  a  good  understanding  between 
conflicting  parties,  even  in  regard  to  questions  which 
are  undeniably  of  provincial  concern.  But  the  houses 
of  parliament  ought  to  refrain  from  any  overt  acts,  and 
even  from  the  formal  enunciation  of  any  opinion,  in 
lespect  to  matters  vlnch  do  not  come  within  the  sphere 
of  their  jurisdiction  as  a  federal  legislature.  It  is  to 
their  cautious  and  timely  forbearance,  in  deliberation 
and  action,  that  the  Imperial  houses  of  lords  and  com¬ 
mons  are  mainly  indebted  for  the  weight  and  influence 
which  are  justly  attributed  to  their  debates,  upon  ques¬ 
tions  which  do  not  immediately  affect  British  interests, 
and  where  their  principal  aim  is  to  guide  and  enlighten 
public  opinion  in  other  countries,  without  assuming  a 
right  to  dictate,  or  to  interfere  with  the  absolute  freedom 
of  independent  powers.® 

Lord  Carnarvon,  in  his  speech  at  the  Montreal 
banquet,  on  September  19,  1883,  said £  The  British 
North  America  act  is  not  to  be  construed  merely  as  a 
municipal  act,  but  should  be  viewed  as  a  treaty  of 
alliance,  requiring  sobriety  of  judgment  and  plain 
common  sense  to  interpret  it.  Work  out  the  areat 
questions  before  you  on  the  old  lines  of  a  God-fearing- 

o 

d  See  Earl  of  Dufferin’s  despatch  Hans.  D.  v.  185,  p.  568.  New 
to  the  colonial  secretary,  of  Aug.  15,  Brunswick  School  case,  ante  p  458 
1873,  p.  16.  (Canada  Com.  Jour.  e  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt,  in  Eng’ 
v.  7,  p.  27.)  Earl  of  Carnarvon,  v.  1,  p.  619,  new  ed.  v.  1,  p.  879  b‘ 
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and  law-abiding  people.  Administer  your  great  trust 
in  an  Imperial  spirit. 

‘  In  legislation,  in  self-government,  you  are  free, 
and  may  you  ever  remain  so,  but  in  loyalty  to  the 
Crown,  in  love  to  the  mother  country,  may  you  ever  be 
bound  in  chains  of  adamant.’ 
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CHAPTER  XVII. 

PART  I. 

LOCAL  SELF-GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 

Colonial  rights  of  self-government  in  local  affairs ,  and  the 
position  of  a  governor  in  relation  thereto. 

‘Responsible  government’  was  avowedly  introduced 
into  tire  colonies  of  Great  Britain  for  the  purpose  of 
reproducing  in  them  a  system  of  local  self-government, 
akin  to  that  which  prevails  in  the  mother  country,  and 
to  relieve  the  colonies  from  Imperial  interference  in 
their  domestic  or  internal  concerns. 

To  effect  this  desirable  result,  no  material  alteration 
was  necessary  in  the  structure  of  colonial  institutions. 
The  needful  change  was  accomplished,  as  we  have  seen, 
by  instructions  from  the  Crown  to  the  several  colonial 
governments,  directing  that,  for  the  future,  public  affairs 
in  the  colony  should  be  administered  in  conformity 
with  the  principles  of  ministerial  responsibility  which, 
since  the  Revolution  of  1688,  have  been  engrafted 
upon  the  British  Constitution.11 

The  advocates  of  colonial  reform  had  long  striven 
to  obtain  such  a  modification  in  the  methods  ot  colonial 
administration  as  would  confer  upon  British  subjects  in 
the  colonies  similar  rights  of  self-government  to  those 
enjoyed  by  their  fellow-citizens  at  home.  This  boon  it 
was  the  expressed  desire  of  the  Imperial  government 
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a  See  ante,  p.  28 ;  and  Merivale  on  the  Colonies,  ed.  1861,  p.  636. 
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to  bestow,  so  far,  at  least,  as  was  compatible  with  the 
allegiance  due  to  the  Crown. 

The  new  polity  granted  to  the  colonies  was  not  in¬ 
tended,  however,  to  effect  a  fundamental  change  in  the 
principles  of  government,  by  substituting  democratic 
for  monarchical  rule.  It  was  designed  to  extend  to 
distant  parts  of  the  empire  the  practical  benefits  of  a 
parliamentary  system  similar  to  that  which  exists  in 
the  parent  state,  and  thus  to  render  political  institutions 
in  the  colonies,  as  far  as  possible,  4  the  very  image  and 
transcript  ’  of  those  of  Great  Britain. 

The  British  government  is  a  limited  monarchy, 
wherein  the  sovereign  has  certain  constitutional  rights 
and  a  defined  position. 

In  the  substantial  reproduction  in  a  British  colony 
of  the  Imperial  polity,  the  governor  must  be  regarded 
not  merely  as  the  representative  of  the  Crown  in  mat¬ 
ters  of  Imperial  obligation,  but  as  the  embodiment  of 
the  monarchical  element  in  the  colonial  system,  and 
the  source  of  all  executive  authority  therein.13 

Our  colonial  institutions.,  derived  from  and  identical 
in  principle  with  those  of  the  mother  country,  are  es¬ 
sentially  monarchical,  and  whatsoever  duties  or  rights 
appertain  to  the  Crown  in  the  one  are  equally  ap¬ 
propriate  and  obligatory  in  the  other.  In  the  con¬ 
stitutional  monarchy  of  Great  Britain,  there  is  no 
opportunity  or  justification  for  the  exercise  of  per¬ 
sonal  government  by  prerogative.  The  Crown  must 
always  act  through  advisers,  approved  of  parliament, 
and  their  policy  must  always  be  in  harmony  with  the 
sentiments  of  the  majority  in  the  popular  chamber. 
With  this  important  limitation,  however,  the  British 
monarch  occupies  a  position  of  authority  and  influence, 


b  See  Chalmers’  Opinions,  Am.  in  Canada,  p.  42 ;  and  see  ante,  p. 
ed.  p.  240  ;  O’Sullivan,  Government  30. 
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and  is  a  weighty  factor  in  the  direction  of  public 
affairs  ;  exercising  his  high  trust  for  the  welfare  of  the 
people,  and  as  the  guardian  of  their  political  liberties. 

These  elementary  maxims  of  the  British  Constitution 
have  been  fully  set  forth  in  the  earlier  pages  of  this 
treatise,  and  the  precise  relation  of  the  sovereign,  in 
the  mother  country,  to  her  ministers  and  to  parliament, 
have  been  therein  carefully  explained. 

In  applying  these  general  principles  of  Imperial 
administration  to  our  colonial  system,  a  constitutional 
governor  should  (as  expressed  by  Earl  Grey)  make  ‘  a 
judicious  use  of  the  influence  rather  than  of  the  autho¬ 
rity  of  his  office.’ 0  Moreover,  it  is  undoubtedly  true 
that  a  governor,  in  colonies  possessing  parliamentary 
institutions,  following  the  example  of  the  sovereign, 
whose  representative  and  minister  he  is,  in  his  pre¬ 
scribed  sphere  and  jurisdiction,  should,  as  a  general 
rule,  refrain  from  personal  interference  with  his 
ministers  in  their  direction  of  local  affairs.  This  is  in 
accordance  with  the  well-known  axiom  of  colonial  re¬ 
sponsible  government,  first  enunciated  by  Lord  John 
Bussell  when  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  that 
4  in  all  matters  of  domestic  policy,  the  colony  should 
be  governed  according  to  the  well-understood  views 
and  wishes  of  its  inhabitants,  as  expressed  through 
their  representatives  in  the  legislature ;  ’  and  it  is  in 
conformity  with  the  royal  instructions  for  the  guidance 
of  governors  in  colonies  under  responsible  government, 
which  state  that,  under  such  circumstances,  ‘  the  con¬ 
trol  of  all  public  departments  is  practically  placed  in 
the  hands  of  persons  commanding  the  confidence  of  a 
representative  legislature.’*1 


c  See  Governor  Bowen’s  des-  d  See  Com.  Pap.  1866,  v.  50,  p. 
patch  to  the  Earl  of  Carnarvon,  of  740 ;  and  the  Colonial  Begulations, 
Sept.  19,  1877 ;  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  1892,  sec.  4. 

50,  p.  715. 
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The  This  rule  of  non-interference,  on  the  part  of  a 

governs.  constitutional  governor,  in  matters  of  local  concern, 
is  subject,  however,  to  certain  limitations,  which  are 
identical  in  principle  with  the  usages  which  define  and 
regulate  the  duties  of  the  sovereign  at  home. 
nphoM  t0  firstly,  the  governor  is  the  especial  guardian  of  the 
the  law,  or  law,  and  must  never  sanction  any  ministerial  act  or 
thetect  proposal  which  infringes  upon  an  existing  law. 
people.  Secondly,  the  governor,  like  the  Queen  herself,  is 

morally  bound  to  be  satisfied  as  to  the  wisdom  and 
political  expediency  of  every  act  or  proceeding  advised 
by  his  ministers,  before  he  ratifies  and  sanctions  the 
same  with  the  authority  which  appertains  to  his  office. 
Must  con-  To  enable  the  governor  to  form  sound  and  intelligent 
acts  of  go-  conclusions  in  regard  to  every  question  of  state  policy, 
vemment.  or  act  0f  administration  submitted  to  him  for  his  appro¬ 
val,  it  is  essential  that  the  fullest  information  should  be 
communicated  to  him  in  relation  to  the  same  ;  that  he 
should  be  free  to  criticise,  discuss,  and  suggest  altera¬ 
tions  thereupon ;  and  likewise  that  he  should  himself 
be  at  liberty  to  propose,  for  the  consideration  and  con¬ 
currence  of  his  ministers,  any  matter  or  thing  which  he 
might  deem  to  be  proper  for  governmental  action. 

While  it  should  be  the  continual  aim  of  a  constitu¬ 
tional  governor  to  co-operate  cordially  with  his  minis¬ 
ters  for  the  time  being,  irrespective  of  personal  inclina¬ 
tions  or  of  party  preferences,  should  he  be  unable  to 
agree  with  them  upon  any  matter  affecting  the  public 
interests  which  he  may  consider  to  be  of  sufficiently  vital 
cou sequence  to  justify  such  an  extreme  measure,  he  is 
His  re-  always  entitled,  as  a  last  resort,  to  dismiss  them  from  his 

powers.  counsels,  and  to  have  recourse  to  other  advisers.  By 

the  exercise  of  this  reserved  power,  upon  suitable  occa¬ 
sions,  the  full  benefits  of  monarchical  government  are 
guaranteed  to  the  people.  And  the  necessity  imposed 
upon  the  governor  under  such  circumstances  that  he 
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should  be  able  to  secure  the  assistance  of  other  minis-  The 
ters,  who  are  willing  to  become  responsible  for  his  acts  s°' 611101 
in  the  dismissal  of  their  predecessors ;  together  with 
the  obligation  imposed  upon  the  new  administration  of 
obtaining  a  ratification  of  their  conduct  and  policy  by 
the  local  parliament,  either  with  or  without  a  direct 
appeal  to  the  constituencies  by  a  dissolution  of  the 
same, — affords  an  ample  warrant  that  these  constitu¬ 
tional  powers  will  be  wisely  used,  and  solely  for  the 
public  good.6 

If  circumstances  compel  a  governor  to  accept  a  should 
policy,  or  to  give  effect  to  recommendations  of  his  imperial 
ministers,  in  which  his  judgment  does  not  wholly  ^ffhon' 
coincide,  it  becomes  his  duty  to  report  the  facts  and 
his  own  opinions  to  the  secretary  of  state.  The  Imperial 
government  may  deem  it  expedient  to  refrain  from 
interference  in  a  matter  of  local  concern,  such  questions 
having  been  relegated  to  the  discretion  of  colonial 
governments :  they  would,  nevertheless,  be  free  to 
suggest  the  propriety  of  further  inquiry ;  and  should, 
at  any  rate,  be  satisfied  as  to  the  conduct  of  the 
governor  in  the  matter,  he  being  an  Imperial  functionary 
responsible  to  the  Crown. f 

This  doctrine  may  be  illustrated  by  reference  to  the 
following  extracts  from  despatches  from  her  Majesty’s 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  to  colonial  governors : — 

Thus,  on  March  26,  1862,  the  colonial  secretary  (the  Duke  of 
Newcastle)  wrote  as  follows  to  the  governor  of  Queensland  (Sir  G. 

F.  Bowen)  : — 


e  See  ante,  pp.  52,  448,  615,  and  the  Maoris,  in  alleged  violation  of 
post,  pp.  642,  657,  661.  And  see  the  Treaty  of  Waitangi ;  and  Lord 
Nineteenth  Cent.  v.  4,  p.  1063.  Kimberley’s  despatch  of  August  8, 

f  Governor  Sir  A.  H.  Gordon’s  1882,  on  the  same  subject.  Com. 
despatch  of  Feb.  26,  of  July  16,  and  Pap.  1882,  v.  46,  pp.  372,  389,  523, 
of  Dec.  3,  1881,  and  subsequent  530,  545  ;  Hans.  D.  v.  270,  p.  1585  , 
dates,  to  the  Earl  of  Kimberley,  in  New  Zeal.  Pari.  Pap.  1882,  App. 
regard  to  the  policy  in  New  Zea-  A.  8;  and  see  ante,  p.  201. 
land  respecting  land  disputes  with 
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‘  The  general  principle  by  which  the  governor  of  a  colony  possess¬ 
ing  responsible  government  is  to  be  guided  is  this  :  that,  when 
Imperial  interests  are  concerned,  he  is  to  consider  himself  the 
guardian  of  those  interests  ;  but,  in  matters  of  purely  local  politics, 
he  is  bound,  except  in  extreme  cases,  to  follow  the  advice  of  a 
ministry  which  appears  to  possess  the  confidence  of  the  legislature. 
But  extreme  cases  are  those  which  cannot  be  reduced  to  any 
recognised  principle,  arising  in  circumstances  which  it  is  impossible 
or  unwise  to  anticipate,  and  of  which  the  full  force  can,  in  general, 
be  estimated  only  by  persons  in  immediate  contact  with  them.’ 

The  Duke  of  Newcastle,  however,  defined  the  £  extreme  cases  J 
referred  to  by  him  as  ‘such  extreme  and  exceptional  circumstances 
as  would  warrant  a  military  or  naval  officer  in  taking  some  critical 
step  against  or  beyond  his  orders.  Like  such  an  officer,  the  governor, 
who  took  so  unusual  a  course  in  the  absence  of  instructions  from 
home,  would  not  be  necessarily  wrong,  but  he  would  necessarily  act 
at  his  own  peril.  If  the  question  were  one  in  which  Imperial 
interests  were  concerned,  it  would  be  for  the  home  government  to 
consider  whether  his  exceptional  measure  had  been  right  and  pru¬ 
dent.  If  the  question  were  one  in  which  colonial  interests  were 
alone  or  principally  concerned,  he  would  also  make  himself,  in  a 
certain  sense,  responsible  to  the  colonists,  who  might  justify  the 
course  he  had  taken,  and  even  prove  their  gratitude  to  him  for 
taking  it  by  supporting  him  against  the  ministers  whose  advice  he 
had  rejected  ;  but  who,  on  the  other  hand,  if  they  perseveringiy 
supported  those  ministers,  might  ultimately  succeed  in  making  it 
impossible  for  him  to  carry  on  the  government,  and  thus,  perhaps, 
necessitate  his  recall.’ 

The  Duke  of  Newcastle  added  these  significant  remarks  : _ ‘In 

granting  responsible  government  to  the  larger  colonies  of  Great 
Britain,  the  Imperial  government  were  fully  aware  that  the  power 
they  granted  must  occasionally  be  used  amiss.  But  they  have  always 
trusted  that  the  errors  of  a  free  government  would  cure  themselves  ; 
and  that  the  colonists  would  be  led  to  exert  greater  energy  and 
circumspection  in  legislation  and  government  when  they  were  made 
to  feel  that  they  would  not  be  rescued  from  the  consequences  of  any 
imprudence  merely  affecting  themselves  by  authoritative  intervention 
of  the  Crown  or  of  the  governor.’ £ 


On  November  20,  1866,  Lord  Carnarvon,  the  then 
colonial  secretary,  addressed  a  despatch  to  Sir  G.  F. 


s  Quoted  in  Sir  G.  F.  Bowen’s 
despatch  to  the  secretary  of  state,  of 
May  8,  1878;  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v. 


56,  p.  894.  And  see  Victoria  Pari. 
Pap.  1878,  No.  27,  p.  7. 
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Bowen  (governor  of  Queensland),  which  not  merely  en-  me 
dorses  the  general  principle  embodied  in  the  pi  eceding 
extract,  but  also  refers  to  an  important  point  ol  consti¬ 
tutional  practice,  arising  out  of  the  relations  of  a 
governor  to  his  responsible  ministers  : 


best  consideration  to  the  question  which  you  His  pre- 

_  .  an 


pr6posecI 

legisla¬ 

tion. 


I  have  given  my  — - -  -  -  ^  -  vious  con. 

have  asked,  whether  it  is  requisite  or  desirable,  m  colonies  possess-  gent  tQ 
ing  parliamentary  government,  that  the  consent  of  the  governor  (as 
of°the  sovereign  in  England)  should  be  previously  obtained  by  his 
ministers  to  their  most  important  measures,  especially  to  the  intro¬ 
duction  by  them  of  any  bills  of  an  extraordinary  nature,  whereby 
the  prerogative  of  the  Crown,  or  the  rights  and  property  of  British 
subjects  resident  elsewhere,  or  the  trade  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or 
other  Imperial  interests,  may  be  prejudiced.  _  _ 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  is  most  desirable  that  the  ministers 
should  obtain  the  governor’s  previous  concurrence  m  their  most 
important  measures)  especially  when  they  are  of  the  character 

indicated  in  your  present  despatch. 

It  is  obvious  that  without  a  full  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the 
governor  of  the  measures  which  his  responsible  ministers  intend  to 
propose  to  the  representative  assembly  of  the  colony,  and  an  assent 
on  his  part  to  their  introduction,  so  far  as  he  can  properly  give  sue  i 
assent,  there  cannot  exist  that  frank  and  confidential  relationship 
between  the  governor  and  his  advisers  which  must  be  always  cone  u- 
cive  to  the  harmonious  working  of  government. . 

I  am,  however,  unable  to  say  that  it  is  indispensable  that  tins 
concurrence  should  be  obtained,  or  that  governors  are  bound  to 

enforce  the  practice.  •  ,  .  ,  . 

I  am  advised  that  there  is  no  law  or  rule  which  renders  in¬ 
dispensable  such  a  practice  in  England,  except  when  a  measure  is  m 
progress  affecting  the  rights  of  the  Crown  ;  and  in  this  case  the  ru  e 
applies  to  private  members  as  much  as  to  the  government  of  e 
day.  With  this  qualification,  no  exception  would  be  taken  m 
parliament  to  a  measure  proposed  by  a  minister  of  the  Crown  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  alleged  or  even  admitted  not  to  have  received 
the  previous  assent  of  the  Crown.  Whether  it  has  or  not  been 
submitted  to  the  sovereign,  is  a  matter  between  the  sovereign  anc 
the  minister.  In  practice,  no  doubt,  the  sovereign  if  lie  disapproved 
of  a  measure  introduced  by  his  ministers,  would  have  the  constitu¬ 
tional  right  to  dismiss  them;  but  whether  he  would  choose  to 
exercise  this  right  would  depend  upon  other  constitutional  consider¬ 
ations  bearing  on  the  expediency  of  a  change  of  ministers. 
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This  being  the  relation  of  your  executive  council  towards  your¬ 
self,  as  representing  the  sovereign  authority  of  the  Queen,  I  think 
that  you  are  at  liberty,  or  rather  that  you  would  be  bound  in  fair¬ 
ness,  to  inform  them  of  the  course  you  proposed  to  take  respecting 
any  particular  measure  proposed  by  them,  whether  by  giving  it, 
when  passed,  the  assent  of  the  Crown,  by  refusing  that  assent,  or  by 
reserving  it  for  the  signification  of  her  Majesty’s  pleasure.11 

But  while  ‘it  is  the  desire  of  her  Majesty’s  govern¬ 
ment  to  observe  to  the  utmost  the  principle  which 
establishes  ministerial  responsibility  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  colonial  affairs,  .  .  .  nevertheless,  it  is  always 
the  plain  and  paramount  duty  of  the  Queen’s  repre¬ 
sentative  to  obey  the  law,  and  to  take  care  that  the 
authority  of  the  Crown,  derived  to  his  ministers 
through  him,  is  exercised  only  in  conformity  with 
the  law.’ 1 

An  instance  of  the  strictness  with  which  this  prin¬ 
ciple  is  maintained  by  the  Imperial  government,  and  of 
the  serious  consequences  attending  upon  any  deviation 
therefrom  on  the  part  of  a  colonial  governor,  is  afforded 
in  the  case  of  Sir  Charles  Darling,  who  was  recalled  from 
his  post  as  governor  of  Victoria,  in  1866,  because  of 
his  departure  from  the  rule  of  conduct  prescribed  by 
the  Queen’s  government,  of  a  rigid  adherence  to  law  in 
all  affairs  of  state.1 

Another  remarkable  and  instructive  exemplification 
of  the  same  principle  occurred  in  New  South  Wales, 
under  the  following  circumstances  : — 


h  Queensland  Leg.  Assem.  Votes, 
1867,  p.  84.  We  have  already  con¬ 
sidered  the  circvunstances  under 
which  a  governor  would  be  justified 
in  refusing  his  assent  to  bills  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  submitted  by  his  minis¬ 
ters  to  the  local  legislature ;  see 
ante,  p.  166,  et  seq. 

1  Mr.  Secretary  Cardwell  to  Go¬ 
vernor  Sir  C.  Darling,  January  26, 


1866;  Com.  Pap.  1866,  v.  50.  u 
697.  F 

J  Particulars  of  this  case  have 
been  already  given;  see  ante,  pp. 
136-141.  See  also  the  reprimand 
administered  to  Governor  Bowen, 
in  1878,  for  failing  to  uphold  the 
supremacy  of  the  law  at  all  hazards, 
post,  pp.  737,  739. 


COLONIAL  RIGHTS  IN  LOCAL  AFFAIRS. 


!  9  9 
)OQ 


Responsible  government  was  introduced  into  New  South  Wales 
in  1855.  Three  years  afterwards,  the  frequent  delays  which  at¬ 
tended  the  passing  of  the  estimates  gave  rise  to  an  irregular  practice 
of  permitting  public  expenditure  to  be  incurred  under  the  authority 
of  the  governor  in  council,  pursuant  to  votes  of  credit  and  resolu¬ 
tions  of  the  assembly,  in  anticipation  of  the  passing  of  appropriation 
acts  by  the  local  parliament.  This  practice  continued  to  be  ob¬ 
served  until  the  appointment  of  the  Earl  of  Belmore  to  be  governor, 
in  1867. 

No  sooner  had  Lord  Belmore  assumed  the  reins  of  government 
than  he  immediately  turned  his  attention  to  this  matter.  He  per¬ 
ceived  the  grave  objections  to  the  continuance  of  a  practice  so  un¬ 
lawful,  and  was  keenly  alive  to  the  personal  responsibility  which  he 
himself  incurred  by  issuing  his  warrant  to  authorise  expenditure 
which  had  not  been  sanctioned  by  both  branches  of  the  legislature. 

He  accordingly  wrote  to  the  colonial  secretary  (the  Duke  of 
Buckingham)  for  instructions,  as  to  whether  he  was  legally  and 
constitutionally  competent  to  exercise  a  discretionary  power,  under 
such  circumstances,  as  had  been  done  by  his  predecessors  in  office 
since  1858. 

In  reply,  he  was  informed  that  a  governor  could  not  legally 
authorise  the  expenditure  of  public  money,  without  an  appropria¬ 
tion  act ;  and  that  he  was  bound  to  refuse  to  sign  a  warrant 
sanctioning  any  such  expenditure  which  had  not  been  authorised 
by  law.  But  that,  as  in  England  so  in  New  South  Wales,  occasions 
of  supreme  emergency  might  arise,  which  would  justify  a  departure 
from  ordinary  rules,  and  wherein,  upon  the  advice  and  respon¬ 
sibility  of  his  ministers,  and  after  a  careful  consideration  of  the 
particular  circumstances,  the  governor  might  exercise  such  an 
authority. 

Every  case  of  this  kind  must  be  determined  on  its  own  merits  ; 
but,  as  a  rule,  the  secretary  of  state  was  of  opinion  that  such 
irregular  expenditure  could  only  be  justified,  ‘  first,  on  the  ground 
of  necessity  ;  or,  secondly,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  sure  to  be 
subsequently  sanctioned— joined  to  strong  grounds  of  expediency, 
even  though  short  of  actual  necessity.’ k 

A  few  months  afterwards,  Lord  Belmore  again  addressed  the 
colonial  secretary  on  this  subject,  alleging  that  the  legislative 
council  of  the  colony  had  taken  umbrage  at  certain  unauthorised 
expenditure  which  had  been  avowedly  incurred  by  government, 
without  an  act  of  appropriation ;  and  that  the  council  had  protested 


k  Secretary  of  State’s  despatch  1868;  in  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p. 
to  Governor  Belmore,  of  Sept.  30,  941. 
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against  the  proceeding,  as  being  ‘derogatory  to  the  privileges  of 
parliament,  and  subversive  of  the  constitution.’ 

The  governor  explained  that,  in  this  instance,  the  payment  had 
been  merely  of  certain  official  salaries,  in  anticipation  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  act,  the  passing  of  which  had  been  inadvertently  de¬ 
layed  by  a  parliamentary  adjournment ;  and  that  thei’e  had  been 
no  intentional  infringement  of  the  privileges  of  the  legislative 
council. 

The  colonial  secretary  (Earl  Granville),  in  a  despatch  dated 
June  16,  1869,  pointed  out  that  any  such  proceeding  was  at 
variance  with  the  instructions  contained  in  the  foregoing  despatch 
from  the  Duke  of  Buckingham  ;  and  observed  that  a  temporary 
inconvenience  to  certain  civil  servants  could  not  be  regarded  as  ‘an 
unforeseen  emergency,’  or  as  a  case  of  expediency  that  would  justify 
a  violation  of  law.  He  added  that,  ‘  except  in  case  of  absolute  and 
immediate  necessity  (such,  for  example,  as  the  preservation  of  life), 
no  expenditure  of  public  money  should  be  incurred,  without  sanction 
of  law  ;  unless  it  may  be  presumed  not  only  that  both  branches  of 
the  legislature  will  hold  the  expenditure  itself  unobjectionable,  but 
also  that  they  will  approve  of  that  expenditure  being  made  in 
anticipation  of  their  consent.’1 

Upon  the  governor  communicating  this  despatch  to  his  ministers, 
they  sent  him  in  reply  a  minute,  which,  while  explaining  the 
practice  heretofore  pursued  in  such  cases,  was  in  effect  a  protest 
against  the  instructions  issued  by  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state 
to  the  governor,  as  being  an  interference,  in  a  matter  of  local 
concern,  with  their  responsibility  as  ministers  of  the  Crown  and 
representatives  of  the  parliament  and  people  of  Hew  South  Wales, 
upon  a  question  having  no  relation  to  Imperial  interests. 

His  excellency  forwarded  this  minute  to  the  colonial  secretary, 
who,  in  a  despatch  dated  January  7,  1870,  commented  upon  it. 
Admitting  unreservedly  that  the  matter  in  hand  was  a  purely  local 
question,  her  Majesty  s  government  were  nevertheless  anxious  that 
the  governor’s  conduct  should  be  in  conformity  with  the  public 
will,  ‘  when  constitutionally  ascertained.’  That  will  was  authori¬ 
tatively  expressed  1  through  two  channels — the  legislature  and  the 
executive  government.’  The  governor  was  justified  in  accepting, 
as  the  interpreter  of  the  public  will,  a  ministry  presumed  to  possess 
the  confidence  of  the  legislature.  But,  if  the  law  required  him  to 
do  one  thing,  and  his  ministers  recommended  him  another  course, 
it  was  his  plain  duty  to  obey  the  law  ;  and  it  would  be  idle  to 


1  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  943. 
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object  that  such  obedience  was  unconstitutional  ;  for  the  governor 
is  himself  a  branch  of  the  legislature. 

In  a  case  of  emergency,  it  might  become  necessary  to  overstep 
the  law  ;  but  some  one  must  decide  whether,  in  fact,  such  a  con- 
gency  had  arisen.  The  ministry  claim  that  they  should  determine 
this  question.  ‘  But,  so  long  as  the  letter  of  the  law  imposes  on 
“  the  governor  ”  the  responsibility  of  preventing  a  breach  of  the 
law,  this  duty  must  be  fulfilled  by  him.  The  personal  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  governor  in  no  way  absolves  him  from  attaching  great 
weight  to  the  opinions  of  his  ministers,  in  respect  to  fact,  law,  or 
expediency.’  But  ‘he  remains,  in  the  last  resort,  the  judge  of  his 
own  duty,  and  is  not  at  liberty,  on  the  advice  of  his  ministers,  .  .  . 
to  commit  an  act  contrary  not  only  to  the  letter  but  to  the  spirit  of 
the  law.’ 

The  secretary  of  state  was  therefore  unable  to  recall  the  instruc¬ 
tions  already  given  on  this  subject.  The  governor  was  bound  to 
obey  the  law,  even  if  adherence  to  his  instructions  should  bring  him 
into  collision  with  his  ministers.  A  difference  with  them  would 
render  it  necessary  to  ascertain  the  wishes  of  the  colony.  The 
colony  would  probably  pronounce  in  favour  of  retaining  the  per¬ 
sonal  sanction  of  the  governor  (in  addition  to  that  of  the  ministry) 
as  a  useful  obstacle  against  unauthorised  expenditure. 

But  if  both  branches  of  the  legislature  should  agree  to  dispense 
with  this  injunction  of  the  law,  and  desire  that  the  governor  should 
hereafter  be  guided  by  the  advice  of  his  ministers  in  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  this  duty,  her  Majesty’s  government  would  not  object  to 
this  conclusion,  and  would  then  free  the  governor  from  personal 
responsibility  in  the  matter. 

Lord  Belmore,  in  a  despatch  dated  May  10,  1870,  informed  the 
colonial  secretary  that  he  had  caused  the  foregoing  despatch  to  be 
communicated  to  the  local  parliament,  and  that  a  bill  had  been 
passed,  which,  though  it  did  not  relieve  the  governor  of  personal 
responsibility  in  regard  to  public  expenditure,  would  establish  a 
better  system  for  the  receipt,  custody,  and  issue  of  the  public 
moneys,  and  provide  for  the  audit  of  the  public  accounts.  Mis 
excellency  added  that  he  had  notified  his  ministers  that  it  would  be 
incumbent  upon  him  to  obey  the  instructions  of  the  secretaiy  of 
state  ‘at  all  risks.’  He  had  also  suggested  certain  changes  m  the 
present  mode  of  issuing  public  money,  which  it  would  be  desirable, 
in  the  public  interest,  to  adopt.  And  he  had  plainly  stated  his 
conviction  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  people  of  the  colony,  not  only 
to  support  the  governor  in  the  onerous  responsibility  which  de¬ 
volved  upon  him  of  controlling  unauthorised  expendituie,  but  that 
they  should  facilitate  his  performance  of  the  same.  It  is  gratifying 
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to  know  that  the  discussion  of  this  difficult  question  did  not  impair 
the  cordiality  which  should  always  subsist  between  the  governor  and 
his  responsible  advisers.111 

Co-opera-  But,  while  a  constitutional  governor  is  bound  to 
tWeen  insist  upon  a  strict  conformity  to  law  on  the  part  of 
governor  }qs  responsible  advisers  in  every  act  of  administration, 
ters.  he  is  equally  bound  on  his  own  behalf  to  afford  to  his 

ministers  for  the  time  being  a  cordial  support  and 
co-operation.  This  support  should  be  entirely  irre¬ 
spective  of  party  predilections.  A  governor,  like  the 
sovereign  whom  he  represents,  is  removed  out  of  the 
political  arena,  and  placed  above  and  beyond  its  strifes 
and  temptations.  His  first  duty  is  to  be  impartial  and 
just  to  all,  and,  while  he  refrains  from  any  act  which 
could  possibly  be  regarded  as  indicative  of  personal 
preference  to  either  political  party,  he  is  in  a  position 
to  exert  a  moderating  and  conciliatory  influence  with 
both  parties.  This  will  enable  him  at  all  times  to  bring 
an  even  and  unbiassed  judgment  to  bear  upon  whatever 
may  need  to  be  submitted  for  his  consideration  and 
approval.11 

Routine  Mere  matters  of  ordinary  routine  in  the  adminis- 
busmess.  tration  of  public  business,  which  under  the  old  colonial 
polity  were  settled  by  the  governor,  or  at  any  rate 
submitted  for  his  sanction,  are,  under  responsible 
government,  disposed  of  at  once  by  the  minister  in 
charge  of  the  department  immediately  concerned 
therein.  But  all  documents  which  require  the  indivi¬ 
dual  action  of  the  governor — such  as  warrants  upon 
the  treasury,  deeds  for  signature,  applications  for  re¬ 
missions  of  punishment  and  the  like — should  be  sub- 

ra  C°m-  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp.  same  effect,  quoted  in  Governor 
943-956.  Bowen’s  despatch,  of  Sept.  19, 

n  See  despatch  to  Governor  1877,  and  Secretary  Sir  M.  Hieks- 
Bowen,  of  Victoria,  from  the  co-  Beach’s  despatch,  of  Feb.  28,  1878, 
lonial  secretary  (Earl  Carnarvon)  approving  of  the  same ;  in  Com.' 
of  Nov.  16,  1876,  and  others  to  the  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  717. 
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mitted  to  him  in  proper  course  through  a  minister  of 
the  Crown.0 

In  colonies  under  responsible  government,  the 
governor  ought  not  to  assume  responsibility  for  finan¬ 
cial  arrangements  regarding  expenditure  which  has 
been  authorised  by  parliament,  so  long  as  they  do  not 
contravene  existing  law :  such  matters  of  detail  are 
distinctly  within  the  province  of  ministers  responsible 
to  parliament. p  Moreover,  a  constitutional  governor 
‘  takes  no  part  in  the  settlement  of  the  estimates,  which 
are  prepared  by  the  responsible  ministers  at  the  head 
of  the  several  departments  of  the  public  service.’  His 
signature  to  a  message  to  enable  the  assembly  consti¬ 
tutionally  to  take  into  their  consideration  any  proposed 
vote  of  public  money  is,  therefore,  under  ordinary  cir¬ 
cumstances,  ‘  a  formal  act,’  which  does  not  necessarily 
express  or  imply  a  personal  opinion  with  regard  to  the 
policy  of  the  proceeding  which,  upon  the  advice  of 
his  ministers,  he  has  thus  initiated  and  authorised. q 
But  the  omission  of  the  governor’s  recommendation  to 
a  measure  appropriating  public  revenue  is  contrary  to 
law,  and  invalidates  all  proceedings  thereon/ 

Bearing  in  mind  this  rule,  Governor  Bowen,  of  Victoria,  on 
September  19,  1877,  telegraphed  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state 
for  the  colonies  to  know  whether  he  was  at  liberty  to  consent  to 
his  ministers  placing  on  the  estimates  a  vote  for  the  payment  of 
members  of  the  local  legislature,  the  principle  of  which  had  been 
twice  affirmed  by  both  houses,  notwithstanding  that,  subsequently, 
separate  bills  to  authorise  the  payment  of  members  had  been  rejected 
by  the  legislative  council. 

In  reply,  the  colonial  secretary  stated  that,  as  the  matter  was 
one  of  purely  local  concern  and  involved  no  question  calling  for  the 


°  New  South  Wales  Leg.  Assem. 
Jour.  1859  60,  v.  1.  p.  1131. 
v  See  post,  p.  719. 

<i  See  this  point  fully  discussed 
in  Governor  Bowen’s  despatch  of 
Sept.  19,  1877 ;  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v. 


56,  p.  717. 

r  South  Australia  Leg.  Coun. 
Minutes,  1882,  pp.  152,  175.  This 
defect  of  form  was  afterwards  sup¬ 
plied,  and  new  bills  introduced,  ib. 
pp.  159,  179. 
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intervention  of  the  Imperial  government,  responsibility  must  rest 
entirely  with  ministers,  and  he  saw  no  reason  why  the  governor 
should  hesitate  to  follow  their  advice.3 

It  is  true  that,  in  1867,  under  somewhat  similar 
circumstances,  the  then  governor  of  Victoria  had  been 
instructed  by  the  colonial  secretary,  in  a  despatch  dated 
January  1, 1868,  to  refuse  his  sanction  to  placing  on  the 
estimates  a  grant  in  favour  of  the  wife  of  ex-Governor 
Darling.  But  this  objection  was  based  on  grounds  of 
Imperial  policy,  which  forbade  any  gift  to  be  received 
by  a  colonial  governor,  or  any  of  his  family,  from  the 
colony  over  which  he  had  presided,  either  during  his 
term  of  office  or  upon  his  retirement. 

But  as  we  have  already  seen  in  our  narrative  of  the 
case, 1  this  interposition  of  the  Imperial  authorities  in 
a  matter  which,  on  general  principles,  ought  (at  least 
in  this  stage  of  the  proceeding)  to  have  been  locally 
decided,  gave  great  umbrage  in  the  colony,  and  led  to 
a  ministerial  crisis.  Ministers  resigned  with  a  protest 
against  the  alleged  unconstitutional  interference  of  the 
secretary  of  state,  in  disregard  of  the  rights  of  self- 
government  which  had  been  conceded  to  Victoria.  The 
assembly  sided  with  the  ex-ministers.  After  a  fruitless 
attempt  to  form  a  new  administration,  the  governor 
was  obliged  to  recall  his  late  advisers  to  office.  For- 

o 

Innately  at  this  juncture,  the  ex-governor  himself,  for 
personal  reasons,  declined  the  proposed  grant,  and  so 
further  trouble  was  averted. 

But  before  this  happy  termination  of  the  controversy, 
the  colonial  secretary  modified  his  objection,  and  wrote 
a  further  despatch,  intimating  his  opinion  that,  upon  a 
review  of  the  case,  the  proposal  of  the  Victorian  minis¬ 
try  did  not  appear  £  to  call  for  the  extreme  measure  of 


s  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  717.  of  Dec.  20, 1S77.  And  see  ib.  p.  8S0. 
Telegram  of  Sept.  27,  and  despatch  1  See  ante,  pp.  141-152. 
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forbidding  the  governor  to  be  a  party,  under  the  advice 
of  his  responsible  ministers,  to  those  formal  acts  which 
s  -  y  o  b  w,  the  ant  [in  question]  under  the 
consideration  of  the  local  parliament.’ u 

The  undoubted  fact  that  the  legislative  council  would 
regard  the  introduction  of  the  proposed  vote  into  the 
estimates  as  being,  under  the  circumstances,  an  attempt 
to  invade  their  privileges — however  open  to  objection 
sucl  a  ^  act  might  be  as  between  the  two  houses — was 
not  a  sufficient  reason  to  justify  the  interposition  of  the 
governor  in  refusing  to  permit  the  vote  to  be  submitted 
to  the  assembly.  For  it  is  his  duty  to  avoid  ‘the 
appearance  of  taking  part  with  one  side  or  the  other 
in  controversies  which  ought  to  be  locally  decided,’ 
even  when  they  may  involve  an  issue  between  the  two 
houses.  And  the  governor  could  not  refuse  to  follow 
the  advice  of  his  ministers  in  a  case  wherein  neither 
the  prerogatives  of  the  Crown  nor  other  Imperial  inte¬ 
rests  were  involved,  merely  because  the  legislative 
council  objected  to  the  course  pursued  by  the  assembly/ 

For  strife  between  contending  parties  is  best  allayed, 
and  harmony  between  the  two  co-ordinate  branches  of 
the  legislature  is  best  promoted,  ‘by  an  unflinching 
maintenance  of  the  principle  of  ministerial  responsi¬ 
bility,  and  it  is  better  that  a  governor  should  be  too 
tardy  in  relinquishing  this  palladium  of  colonial  libertv, 
than  too  rash  in  resorting  to  acts  of  personal  inter¬ 
ference.’  Satisfactory  results  in  such  difficulties  are 
more  likely  to  be  ‘  reached  by  a  strict  application  of 
constitutional  principles  and  by  the  regular  working  of 
the  machinery  of  a  free  parliament.’ w 


u  Com.  Pap.  1867-68,  v.  48,  pp.  and  the  Secretary  of  State’s  reply, 
625-704.  of  Nov.  29,  1873;  Com.  Pap.  1874, 

v  lb.  1878.  v.  56,  pp.  830,  880.  v.  45,  pp.  81,  267.  See  also  Lord 
w  Lord  Dufferin’s  (Governor  Dufferin’s  admirable  speech  at  Hali- 
General  of  Canada)  despatch  to  the  fax,  in  the  summer  of  1872,  where- 
Earl  of  Kimberley,  Aug.  18,  1873;  in,  in  a  popular  and  witty  vein,  yet 
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These  wise  and  statesmanlike  words  are  extracted 
from  despatches  written  by  Lord  Dufferin  in  1873, 
during  his  administration  of  the  government  of  Canada. 
They  express  the  sentiments  which  actuated  him  during 
his  brilliant  and  successful  tenure  of  office  as  governor- 
general  of  the  dominion.  But  though  patient  under 
provocation,  and  scrupulous  to  avoid  an  undue  or 
untimely  exercise  of  prerogative,  Lord  Dufferin  was 
always  prepared,  should  necessity  compel  the  alterna¬ 
tive,  to  put  forth  the  reserved  powers  of  the  Crown 
rather  than  permit  injustice  to  be  done  to  the  varied 
and  important  interests  entrusted  to  his  guardianship. 

In  proof  of  this,  mention  may  be  made  of  certain 
political  events  which  transpired  in  Canada  whilst  Lord 
Dufferin  was  in  office,  the  complete  narrative  of  which 
will  be  found  in  papers  laid  before  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment.  I  refer  to  the  so-called  £  Pacific  scandal,’  which 
led  to  the  downfall  of  the  Macdonald  administration  in 
1873. 


This  powerful  ministry  had  continued  in  office — with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  a  brief  interval  from  May,  1862,  until  March,  1864 — ever 
since  the  year  1858. 

In  April,  1873,  shortly  after  a  general  election,  which  had  re¬ 
sulted  in  the  return  of  a  considerable  majority  of  government 
supporters,  ministers  were  accused  of  having  trafficked  with  certain 
capitalists,  by  undertaking  to  secure  for  them  special  privileges,  in 
connection  with  a  project  to  build  a  railway  across  the  continent  to 
the  Pacific  Ocean,  in  order  to  obtain  funds  wherewith  to  bribe  the 
constituencies  of  the  dominion,  and  so  to  secure  the  return  to 
parliament  of  a  majority  in  favour  of  the  administration. 

Great  excitement  prevailed  throughout  Canada  at  these  charges. 
Public  opinion  was  outraged  at  the  thought  that  they  might  possi¬ 
bly  be  true.  Inquiry  was  instituted  in  parliament ;  but,  for  the 
lack  of  inquisitorial  powers  and  authority  to  take  evidence  upon 
oath,  it  proved  abortive.  Before  other  steps  could  be  taken,  in  due 


with  consummate  perspicacity,  he  sist  between  a  governor  and  his 
describes  the  true  constitutional  responsible  ministers,  lb.  p.  20. 
relations  which  should  always  sub- 
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order,  to  arrive  at  the  facts,  the  governor  was  urged  by  opponents 
of  the  ministry  to  interpose  peremptorily  to  bring  them  to  account, 
or  to  dismiss  them  from  his  counsels.  Partisan  newspapers  even 
assailed  his  excellency  in  outrageous  and  opprobrious  terms.  But 
Lord  Dufferin  remained  firm  in  his  adherence  to  constitutional 
order.  Whilst  active  in  his  endeavours,  by  every  lawful  proceeding, 
to  prove  or  disprove  the  accuracy  of  the  allegations,  he  steadily  re¬ 
fused,  so  long  as  they  were  unsubstantiated,  to  withdraw  his  confi¬ 
dence  from  his  responsible  advisers. 

Various  methods  had  been  proposed  to  determine  the  truth  of 
the  complaint  against  ministers,  but  technical  difficulties  presented 
themselves,  which  provoked  delay.  At  length,  by  the  advice  of 
ministers,  a  royal  commission  was  appointed  to  pursue  the  investi¬ 
gation,  cut  short  by  the  failure  of  the  parliamentary  committee. 
This  commission  reported  evidence  taken  before  them,  but  properly 
refrained  from  pronouncing  judicially  thereon,  lest  their  judgment 
might  seem  to  be  to  the  prejudice  of  further  inquiry  by  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  tribunal. 

Upon  the  re-assembling  of  parliament,  the  governor  caused  the 
evidence  taken  by  the  commission,  together  with  his  own  despatches 
on  the  subject  to  the  home  government,  to  be  laid  before  the  house 
of  commons.  This  led  to  a  protracted  and  vehement  discussion, 
and  to  the  moving  of  a  vote  of  censure  upon  the  administration, 
founded  upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  evidence  reported  by  the 
royal  commission.  As  the  debate  proceeded,  it  became  apparent 
that  the  ministerial  majority  could  not  be  relied  upon  to  sustain 
the  government,  in  the  face  of  the  facts  brought  to  light  by  the 
commission,  which,  though  they  did  not  prove  individual  corruption, 
for  personal  motives,  against  particular  ministers,  sufficed  to  show 
that  large  suras  of  money  had  been  freely  and  unjustifiably  ex¬ 
pended,  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the  dominion  elections.  In 
order  to  prevent  the  disgrace  of  defeat,  ministers  resigned  office 
before  a  vote  was  taken,  and  the  leader  of  the  opposition  (Mr. 
Mackenzie)  was  called  upon  to  form  a  new  administration.  He 
succeeded  in  this  endeavour,  and  one  satisfactory  result  speedily 
followed,  in  the  passing  of  a  more  stringent  election  law,  with 
severe  penalties  against  bribery  and  corrupt  practices,  an  offence 
which  had  gradually  attained  large  proportions  in  Canada,  and 
from  which  neither  party  could  claim  exemption. x 

But  we  are  chiefly  concerned  with  the  conduct  of  Lord  Dufferin 


*  See  Canada  Com.  Jour.  Oct.  Dominion  of  Canada,  v.  2,  cc.  35 
Sess.  1873;  Com.  Pap.  1874,  v.  45,  to  39. 
pp.  1-2G9 ;  Tuttle’s  History  of  the 
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during  this  trying  time.  During  a  period  of  extraordinary  popular 
excitement,  he  held  the  balance  between  the  contending  parties  with 
strict  impartiality.  Although  the  question  at  issue  was  one  of  local 
concern,  he  did  not  therefore  conclude  that  he  had  no  authority  to 
determine  it.  The  honour  of  his  ministers  and  the  credit  of  the 
country  were  at  stake,  and  it  behoved  him  to  be  satisfied  that  none 
but  men  of  honour  and  of  personal  integrity  should  fill  the  place  of 
his  constitutional  advisers,  and  should  wield  the  authority  of  the 
Crown.  But  he  would  not  hastily  assume  corruption  until  it  should 
be  proved  to  exist.  He  therefore  resolved,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
leave  to  parliament  to  ascertain  the  truth  or  error  of  the  charges, 
before  he  pronounced  judgment  upon  the  question.  And  when  the 
parliamentary  inquiry  temporarily  failed  upon  technical  grounds,  he 
promoted  and  encouraged  immediate  investigation  by  means  of  a 
royal  commission,  not  with  intent  to  withdraw  the  case  from  the 
ultimate  cognisance  and  control  of  the  house  of  commons,  but  to 
enable  him  to  obtain  from  his  ministers  in  open  court  those  explana¬ 
tions  in  regard  to  their  conduct  which  circumstances  had  rendered 
necessary,  and  upon  which  he  had  a  right  to  insist. 

Throughout  all  these  painful  and  embarrassing  events,  Lord 
Dufferin  never  lost  sight  of  the  fact  that  he  possessed  reserved 
powers,  amply  sufficient  for  the  occasion,  whatever  might  be  his 
final  convictions  upon  the  merits  of  the  case.  ‘  Of  course/  he  said, 
in  writing  to  the  secretary  of  state,  ‘  it  was  always  open  to  me  to 
have  dismissed  my  ministers,  and  to  have  taken  my  chance  of  parlia¬ 
ment  approving  my  conduct,  but  I  did  not  feel  myself  warranted  in 
hazarding  such  a  step  on  the  data  before  me.’  y 

And  the  result  amply  justified  his  forbearance.  Whatever 
opinion  may  be  formed  upon  the  merits  of  the  charges  themselves, 
the  ministers  fell  after  they  had  every  opportunity  of  stating  their 
case  to  the  country,  and  of  pleading  their  cause  before  a  full  parlia¬ 
ment,  comprising  a  large  majority  of  their  elected  supporters. 

If,  by  their  resignation  of  office  before  a  vote  was  taken,  they 
virtually  confessed  defeat,  and  that  the  verdict  had  gone  against 
them,  they  could  not  attribute  their  discomfiture  to  ‘  the  uncalled- 
for  intervention  ’  of  the  governor- general.  This  result  left  them 
with  no  ground  of  complaint  against  the  representative  of  the 
Crown,  who  was  the  last  person  in  the  dominion  to  withdraw  his 
confidence  from  his  constitutional  advisers. 

In  his  despatch  of  November  7,  1873,  notifying  the  Earl  of 
Kimberley  of  the  final  issue  of  this  protracted  struggle,  Lord 
Dufferin  congratulates  himself  that  it  had  been  brought  about,  ‘not 


y  Com.  Pap.  1874,  v.  45,  p.  28. 
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by  an  ill-considered  and  hasty  exercise  of  Imperial  authority,  nor 
by  the  application  of  premature  pressure  from  without,  but  by  the 
free  and  spontaneous  action  of  the  representatives  of  the  Canadian 
people.’  ‘  During  the  whole  of  this  unfortunate  business,’  he  re¬ 
marks,  ‘  I  have  never  doubted  but  that  a  strict  application  of  the 
principles  of  parliamentary  government  would  be  sufficient  to  resolve 
every  difficulty,  and  that  a  result  would  be  eventually  arrived  at  in 
harmony  with  the  convictions  and  wishes  of  the  Canadian  people.’ 
But,  he  significantly  adds — in  reference  to  the  authority  vested  in 
him,  as  representing  the  Crown  in  the  dominion — ‘had  it  proved 
otherwise,  I  still  held  in  reserve  a  constitutional  power,  equal  to  any 
emergency  ;  and,  in  the  last  resort,  I  should  have  been  quite  pre¬ 
pared  to  have  exercised  it,  in  whatever  way  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  might  have  justified.’ 

In  reply  to  this  despatch,  Lord  Kimberley  says  :  ‘  I  agree  with 
your  lordship  in  the  satisfaction  which  you  express  that  the  result 
arrived  at  has  been  reached  by  a  strict  application  of  constitutional 
principles,  and  by  the  regular  working  of  the  machinery  of  a  free 
parliament;  and  I  have  much  pleasure  in  conveying  to  you  her 
Majesty’s  entire  approval  of  the  manner  in  which  you  have  acted  in 
circumstances  of  no  ordinary  difficulty.’®1 

During  the  remainder  of  Lord  Dufferin’s  career  as  governor- 
general,  he  acquired  the  confidence  and  respect  of  all  political 
parties  in  Canada,  and  won  the  affections  of  the  people,  to  an 
extent  previously  unparalleled.  This  was  exemplified  in  the  cordial 
expressions  of  good-will  and  admiration  embodied  in  the  addresses 
presented  to  him  upon  his  departure  by  the  dominion  parliament, 
by  provincial  legislatures,  and  by  every  class  in  the  community 
tributes,  not  only  to  his  firm  yet  impartial  rule  as  governor-general, 
but  also  in  heartfelt  acknowledgment  of  the  lively  interest  he  had 
displayed  and  the  sagacious  counsels  he  had  given  upon  all  matters 
affecting  the  progress  and  prosperity  of  the  Canadian  people. 

On  August  3,  1883,  in  the  New  Zealand  house  of  representa¬ 
tives,  it  was  resolved  to  refer  to  a  select  committee  for  investigation  cer¬ 
tain  charges  preferred  against  the  premier  and  the  colonial  treasurei, 
of  using  their  political  position  for  corrupt  purposes  of  pecuniary 
advantage,  and  not  for  the  public  good.  The  committee  reported 
the  charges  to  be  unfounded,  which  was  agreed  to  by  the  house.  b 

While  on  the  subject  of  ministerial  charges  mention 
may  be  made  of  the  following  case : 

In  the  dominion  house  of  commons  on  May  11, 

»  Com.  Pap.  1874,  v.  45,  p.  268.  496,  536  ;  v.  46,  p.  629 ;  N.  Z.  Pap. 

b  N.  Z .  Pari.  Deb.  v.  45,  pp.  303,  1883,  I.  13. 
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1891,  Mr.  Israel  Tarte,  member  for  Montmorency, 
moved  for  a  select  committee  to  inquire  into  a  series 
of  specific  charges  that  he  preferred  against  a  member 
of  the  house — Thomas  McGreevy — by  which  the  integrity 
of  a  minister  of  the  Crown  was  brought  into  question.0 

The  member  set  forth  in  his  motion  embodying  these  charges, 
that  Thomas  McGreevy,  while  a  member  of  the  house,  in  his 
capacity  as  harbour  commissioner,  a  dominion  appointment,  used 
his  influence  on  that  board  to  secure  fraudulently,  from  the  public 
works  department  at  Ottawa,  large  government  contracts  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Quebec  harbour  works  and  elsewhere,  for  a  firm  of 
contractors  by  the  name  of  Larkin,  Connolly  &  Co.,  whereby  exten¬ 
sive  frauds— covering  a  period  of  eight  years — were  perpetrated 
against  the  government.  ‘  That  during  the  execution  of  the  works 
large  sums  were  paid  by  Larkin,  Connolly  A  Co.  to  Thomas  McGreevy 
for  his  services  in  dealing  with  the  minister  of  public  works,  with 
the  officers  of  the  department,  and  generally  for  his  influence  as  a 
member  of  the  parliament  of  Canada. 

‘  That  in  consideration  of  the  sums  of  money  so  received  by  him 
and  of  the  promises  to  him  made,  the  said  Thomas  McGreevy  furnished 
to  Larkin,  Connolly  &  Co.  a  great  deal  of  information  ;  strove  to 
procure  and  did  procure  to  be  made  by  the  department  and  the 
honourable  minister  of  public  works,  in  the  plans  of  the  graving 
dock  and  in  the  execution  of  the  works,  alterations  which  have  cost 
large  sums  of  money  to  the  public  treasury.’  That  certain  members 
of  the  said  firm  ‘  paid,  and  caused  to  be  paid,  large  sums  of  money 
to  the  honourable  minister  of  public  works  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  said  contracts,  and  that  entries  of  the  said  sums  were  made  in 
the  books  of  that  firm.’  And  that  on  or  about  June  4,  1883,  ‘a  sum 
of  $1,000  was  paid  by  the  firm  of  Larkin,  Connolly  &  Co.  towards 
“  The  Langevin  testimonial  fund  ” — a  fund  destined  to  be  given  to 
the  minister  of  public  works.’  d 

The  motion  concluded  by  asking  that  a  select  committee  be 
appointed  to  inquire  fully  into  the  allegations,  circumstances  con¬ 
nected  with  the  several  contracts,  and  all  mattei's  mentioned  in  the 
statements,  Ac.  ;  with  power  to  send  for  persons,  papers,  and  to 
examine  witnesses  on  oath.  By  an  amendment  it  was  resolved  tjrat, 
instead,  the  matter  be  referred  to  the  select  standing  committee  on 
privileges  and  elections. 

This  committee  laboriously  took  the  investigations  in  hand,  its 

c  For  full  text  of  these  charges,  1891,  pp.  55-59. 
see  Jour.  Canadian  H.  of  Commons,  d  lb.  pp.  56,  57,  59. 
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sittings  covering  a  period  of  four  months,  and  in  its  protracted 
investigations  endeavoured  to  search  into  the  complexity  of  charges, 
so  far  as  the  material  and  evidence  at  its  disposal  permitted.  e 

In  all  the  committee  made  seven  reports  to  the  house.  The  first 
dealt  with  the  refusal  of  the  firm  of  Larkin,  Connolly  &  Co.  to  place 
its  books  under  the  control  of  the  committee,  or  submit  to  their 
inspection  by  any  of  its  members.  The  second  asked  permission  to 
sit  during  the  time  in  which  the  house  was  in  session.  The  third 
asked  that  its  quorum  be  reduced  from  twenty-two  to  eleven.  The 
fourth  reported  the  refusal  of  Thomas  McGreevy,  while  being  examined 
under  oath,  to  answer  to  whom  he  paid  a  sum  of  $20,000,  being  a 
portion  of  a  larger  sum  he  had  received  from  his  brother,  paid  by 
the  firm  of  Larkin,  Connolly  A  Co.  for  political  purposes  :  also  his 
refusal  to  state  whether  any  portion  of  the  money  had  been  paid  to 
any  person  in  the  interest  of  the  minister  of  public  works.  The  fifth 
stated  the  difficulty  experienced  in  carrying  out  the  usual  practice 
of  the  house  in  obtaining  the  signatures  of  witnesses  appended  to  the 
evidence,  owing  to  the  large  number  of  witnesses,  and  the  volumin¬ 
ous  nature  of  evidence;  the  committee  being  of  opinion  that  the 
signing  of  evidence  was  not  essential  in  view  of  its  having  been 
taken  down  by  shorthand  writers ;  permission  was  therefore  asked 
to  be  allowed  to  depart  from  the  usual  practice. 

In  reference  to  the  first  report  the  house  ordered  the  attendance 
of  Mr.  Connolly  at  the  bar,  where  he  was  permitted,  through 
counsel,  to  state  his  reasons  for  having  refused  to  comply  with  the 
demand  of  the  committee.  On  such  being  heard  the  house  ordered 
the  production  and  delivery  of  the  books  to  the  clerk  of  the  house,1' 
which  was  duly  complied  with.?  The  second,  third  and  fifth  reports 
received  the  concurrence  of  the  house.  On  the  fourth  report  the 
house  resolved  that  Thomas  McGreevy  attend  at  his  place  in  the 
chamber  on  the  18th  inst.  at  three  o’clock,11  but  this  he  failed  to  do, 
when  the  serjeant-at-arms  was  instructed  to  take  him  into  custody.1 
At  its  next  sitting  the  speaker  read  to  the  house  Mr.  McGreevy ’s 
resignation  as  member  for  the  electoral  district  of  Quebec  West,  and 
said  that  he  had  issued  his  warrant  for  a  new  writ  of  election.  But 
here  the  attention  of  the  house  was  called  to  the  fact  that  a  member 
had  stated  that  the  election  of  Thomas  McGreevy  was  then  being  law¬ 
fully  contested  ;  thereupon  a  resolution  was  passed  empowering  the 
committee  on  privileges  and  elections  to  inquire  into  and  report 
to  the  house  if  the  election  of  Thomas  McGreevy  was  being  con- 


e  Appx.  to  Jour.  H.  of  Com.  6  lb.  p.  214. 

1891,  v.  1,  No.  1,  pp.  1-4  nn.  h  lb.  p.  407. 

1  Com.  Jour.  1891,  p.  212.  1  lb.  p.  422. 
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tested  at  the  date  of  his  resignation,  and  if  such  fact  be  founded  in 
the  affirmative,  whether  the  warrant  of  the  speaker  should  have 
issued,  and  what  practice  should  be  adopted  with  reference  to 
similar  cases  in  the  future. 

The  committee  in  its  sixth  report  dealt  with  this  question,  stating 
that  the  seat  was  being  lawfully  contested,  and  that  the  contesta¬ 
tion  was  pending  at  the  time  the  resignation  was  tendered ;  it 
recommended,  under  the  circumstances,  that  the  resignation  be  not 
acted  upon,  and  that  the  issue  of  a  new  writ  be  recalled;  also 
affirmed  that  under  the  present  state  of  the  law  the  speaker,  when 
not  aware  of  the  contestation  of  the  election  of  a  member,  might 
properly  act  on  the  receipt  of  a  resignation,  to  issue  his  warrant  for 
a  new  writ ;  and  concluded  by  recommending  for  the  consideration 
of  the  house  the  advisability  of  repealing  clause  7,  chap.  13,  of  the 
revised  statutes  of  Canada.!  Subsequently  the  speaker  informed 
the  house  that  he  had  issued  a  warrant  of  supersedeas  to  stay  all 
proceedings  of  the  new  writ.k  On  August  20,  the  serjeant-at-arms 
reported  that  after  diligent  search  he  was  unable  to  find  Thomas 
McGreevy.1  On  the  29th  of  the  month  following  Mr.  McGreevy 
was  expelled  from  the  house  ‘  for  having  failed  to  obey  its  order  to 
attend  in  his  place  therein,  and  having  been  adjudged  by  this  house 
guilty  of  certain  of  the  offences  charged  against  him.’  m 

The  committee  on  privileges  and  elections  assigned  to  a  sub¬ 
committee — composed  of  five  of  its  members — the  task  of  preparing 
a  draft  report  upon  the  charges.  On  September  16,  the  sub  com¬ 
mittee  reported  that  it  held  several  sittings  but  was  unable  to  come 
to  a  unanimous  conclusion  ;  it  therefore  submitted  two  reports,  one 
a  majority  report  signed  by  three  members,  and  a  minority  report 
signed  by  two.  The  committee  adopted  the  former,  which  was 
presented  to  the  house  as  its  seventh  and  final  report  on  the  charges 
preferred  against  (1)  Thomas  McGreevy,  (2)  the  department  of  public 
works,  and  (3)  the  Hon.  Sir  Hector  Langevin.11 

This  report  found  Thomas  McGreevy  guilty — in  the  main — of  the 
charges  brought  against  him,  in  regard  to  the  minister  of  public 
works  and  his  department.  Its  concluding  observations  state  : — 

‘  This  conspiracy  has  been  all  the  more  powerful  and  effective 
by  reason  of  the  confidence  which  the  late  minister  of  public  works 
had  in  the  integrity  and  efficiency  of  his  officers,  and  by  reason  of 
the  confidence  which  the  late  minister  entertained  with  regard  to 
Thomas  McGreevy,  and  has  accomplished  results  which  are  to  be 

J  Jour.  H.  of  Com.  1891,  p.  467.  n  Majority  Report  lettered  ‘  A.’ 
k  lb.  p.  477.  Appx.  Jour.  H.  of  Com.  1891,  No.  1, 

1  lb.  p.  422.  p.  ivn. 

m  lb.  p.  561. 
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greatly  regretted  as  regards  the  administration  of  the  department,  McGreevy 
and  greatly  to  be  condemned  as  regards  those  who  lent  themselves  case’ 
knowingly  to  the  purposes  of  the  conspirators. 

‘  The  charges  against  Sir  Hector  Langevin,  as  already  intimated, 
having  been  as  above  set  forth,  the  committee  would  observe  that 
in  course  of  the  investigation  an  effort  was  made  to  connect  him 
with  the  wrongdoing  of  others,  who  have  been  reported  against  as 
directly  connected  with  fraudulent  conduct. 

‘  Your  committee,  therefore,  report  that  the  evidence  does  not 
justify  them  in  concluding  that  the  minister  knew  of  the  conspiracy 
before  mentioned,  or  that  he  willingly  lent  himself  to  its  objects.’ 

The  minority  report 0  took  an  opposite  view  of  the  case  as  far  as 
the  implication  of  the  minister  and  department  was  concerned.  In 
its  findings  on  the  different  charges  it  claimed  that  the  evidence 
showed  the  minister  to  be  cognisant  of  the  facts  of  the  letting  of 
the  contracts,  where,  in  some  cases  specified,  he  had  been  guilty  of 
the  violation  of  public  trust,  and  that  frauds  were  perpetrated  at 
least  with  his  passive  contrivance.  It  pointed  out  that  ‘  the  rela¬ 
tions  existing  between  the  Hon.  Thomas  McGreevy  and  Sir  Hector 
Langevin  have  for  the  past  twenty  years  and  more  been  of  the 
closest  and  most  intimate  kind.  As  far  back  as  1876  Mr.  McGreevy 
appears  to  have  advanced  for  Sir  Hector  a  large  sum  of  money 
($10,000)  to  pay  his  election  expenses,  and  have  taken  his  notes  of 
hand  therefor.  These  notes  have  been  renewed  every  three  or  four 
months  since  then,  and  are  still  outstanding.’  p 

In  its  conclusions  it  states  ‘  that  the  manner  in  which  the 
several  contracts  were  obtained  by  Larkin,  Connolly  &  Co.,  from 
the  public  works  department  and  the  Quebec  harbour  commissioners, 
the  modifications  subsequently  made  in  these  contracts  in  the 
interests  of  the  firm,  the  enormous  sums  of  money  paid  and  allowed 
to  them  out  of  the  public  funds  for  extras  and  for  damages,  in¬ 
dicate  without  any  reasonable  doubt  that  this  firm  had  gained  a 
controlling  influence  over  the  minister  and  department  of  public 
works.’  i 

The  majority  report  was  adopted  by  the  committee  on  a  v ote  of 
seventeen  against  nine. 

When  presented  to  the  house,  on  motion  for  its  adoption,  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  was  moved,  to  the  eflect,  that  having 
regard  to  the  constitutional  rule  of  responsibility  to  parliament  of 
a  minister  for  the  administration  of  a  department  over  which  he 
presides,  the  late  minister  of  public  works  ‘  cannot  be  absolved  from 


0  Appx.  to  Jour.  H.  of  Com. 
1891,  No.  1,  p.  lxxxii. 
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case  16e'y  mim'sterial  responsibility,  and  in  that  regard  merits  the  censure 
of  this  house ;  ’  which  was  lost,  being  voted  for  only  by  the  mover 
and  seconder.1- 


Charges 
preferred 
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minister 
of  the 
Crown. 


The  division  on  the  amendment  for  the  minority  report  was 
lost,  when  the  main  question,  for  the  concurrence  of  the  seventh 
report  of  the  committee,  being  the  majority  report,  was  carried  on 
a  division  of  101  to  86,  being  a  party  vote,  with  the  exception  of 
two  members  on  the  government  side  who  voted  with  the  minority.3 

In  tlie  dominion  house  of  commons,  on  April  6, 1892, 
the  following  charges  were  made  by  a  private  member’ 
on  the  opposition  benches,  against  a  minister  of  the 
Crown : — 


That  James  D.  Edgar,  the  member  representing  the  electoral  district 
of  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  Ontario  in  this  house,  having  stated 
from  his  place  m  this  house  that  he  is  credibly  informed  and  believes 
tnat  he  can  establish  by  satisfactory  evidence  : — 

-L.  That  during  each  of  the  years  1882  to  1891  inclusive,  the  Quebec 
and  Lake  St.  John  Railway  Company  received  by  way  of  bonus  from  the 
common  of  Canada  subsidies  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  upwards 
of  one  million  dollars,  which  subsidies  were  voted  by  parliament  on  the 
recommendation  of  the  ministers  of  the  Crown. 

2.  Arrangements  were  entered  into  by  the  said  railway  company 
whereby  the  expenditure  of  said  subsidies  was  made  by  a  construction 
company  through  or  in  conjunction  with  one  H.  J.  Beemer,  a  contractor, 
and  the  said  Beemer  and  those  who  assisted  him  in  financing  for  the 
said  railway  works,  received  the  benefit  of  the  said  subsidies. 

J.  Durmg  the  whole  of  the  said  period  from  1882  to  1891,  the  Hon. 
ir  Adolphe  P.  Caron  was,  and  still  is,  a  member  of  the  house  of  commons 
o  Canada,  a  member  of  the  Canadian  government,  and  one  of  her  Mai'esty's 
privy  councillors  for  Canada.  J  ^ 

f  !f  the.fid  SirA-  R  Caron  was,  during  the  whole,  or  the  greater 
pait  of  the  said  period,  one  of  the  members  of  the  said  construction 
company,  and  thus  had  means  of  knowledge  of,  and  did  know  of  the 
dealings  with  the  said  subsidies,  and  their  destination  after  they  were 
paid  over  by  the  government  to  the  said  railway  company. 

5  That  during  the  said  period,  and  while  the  said  railway  was  behm 
constructed  m  part  by  means  of  said  subsidies,  the  said  Sir  A  P  Caron 
corruptly  received  large  sums  of  money  out  of  the  said  subsidies,  and 
iom  momes  raised  upon  the  credit  of  the  same,  and  from  parties 
beneficially  interested  in  the  same.  1 

.  6-  That  during  the  said  period  out  of  said  subsidies,  and  out  of  monies 
laised  upon  the  credit  of  the  same,  and  from  parties  beneficially  interested 
m  the  same,  large  sums  of  money  were  from  time  to  time  corruptly  paid 


r  Moved  by  Mr.  Dalton  McCar¬ 
thy,  seconded  by  Mr.  W.  E.  O’Brien. 
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and  contributed,  at  the  request  and  with  the  knowledge  of  said  Sir  A.  P. 
Caron,  for  election  purposes,  and  to  aid  in  the  election  to  the  house  of 
commons  of  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  and  other  members  and  supporters 
of  the  government,  of  which  he  was  a  member,  and  that  after  some  of 
such  last-mentioned  corrupt  payments  and  contributions  were  made, 
further  and  other  subsidies  were  granted  and  paid  to  the  said  railway 
company  by  the  government  of  which  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  was  a  member. 

7.  That  the  Temiscouata  Railway  Company  was  given  incorporation 
by  letters  patent  issued  by  the  Canadian  government  on  October  6,  1S85, 
and  since  that  date  the  said  railway  company  has  received  from  the 
dominion  of  Canada  subsidies  to  the  extent  of  $6^9,200 — which  subsidies 
were  voted  by  parliament  on  the  recommendation  of  ministers  of  the 
Crown. 

8.  That  since  October  6, 1885,  and  while  the  said  Temiscouata  railway 
was  being  constructed  in  part  by  means  of  the  said  subsidies,  the  said 
Sir  A.  P.  Caron  corruptly  received  large  sums  of  money  from  the  persons 
who  from  time  to  time  controlled  the  said  Temiscouata  Railway  Company 
and  the  said  subsidies,  or  who  were  beneficially  interested  in  the  said 
subsidies. 

9.  That  also  since  the  said  October  6,  1885,  the  persons  who  from 
time  to  time  controlled  the  said  Temiscouata  Railway  Company  and  the 
said  subsidies,  or  who  were  beneficially  interested  in  the  said  subsidies, 
paid  and  contributed  large  sums  at  the  request,  and  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  for  election  purposes,  to  aid  in  the  election 
to  the  house  of  commons  of  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  and  other  members 
and  supporters  of  the  government  of  which  he  was  a  member,  and  that 
after  some  of  such  last-mentioned  corrupt  payments  and  contributions 
were  made,  further  and  other  subsidies  were  granted  and  paid  to  the  said 
railway  company  by  the  government  of  which  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron 
was  a  member. 

10.  That  the  said  sums  of  money  hereinbefore  mentioned  in  para¬ 
graphs  6  and  9,  as  paid  and  contributed  for  election  purposes,  were  so 
used,  together  with  other  sums  contributed  by  public  contractors  with  the 
dominion  government,  and  were  controlled  and  distributed  by  the  direct 
authority,  and  with  the  knowledge  of  the  said  Sir  A.  P.  Caron,  in  lavish 
and  illegal  amounts,  for  the  purpose  of  corruptly  influencing  the  electors ; 
and  in  the  general  election  of  1887  alone,  upwards  of  $100,000  of  monies 
so  contributed  were  so  used  for  the  purpose  of  corruptly  influencing  the 
electors  in  the  following  electoral  districts,  that  is  to  say :  the  counties  of 
St.  Maurice,  Champlain,  Levis,  Montmorency,  Charlevoix,  Kamouraska, 
Temiscouata,  L’lslet,  Dorchester,  Berthier,  Portneuf,  Quebec,  Gaspe, 
Rimouski,  Montmagny,  Bellechasse,  Beauce,  and  Megantic,  and  in 
Quebec  West,  Quebec  Centre,  Quebec  East,  and  Three  Rivers. 

That  the  above  statements  be  referred  to  the  select  standing  committee 
on  privileges  and  elections,  to  inquire  fully  into  the  said  allegations,  with 
power  to  send  for  persons,  papers,  and  records,  and  to  examine  witnesses 
upon  oath  or  affirmation,  and  that  the  committee  do  report  in  full  the 
evidence  taken  before  them,  and  all  their  proceedings  on  the  reference, 
and  the  result  of  their  inquiries. 
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In  reply  to  these  charges,  Sir  A.  P.  Caron  declared  them  to  be 
false  in  every  particular,  informing  the  house  that  he  had  un¬ 
solicited  received  letters  and  telegrams  from  the  managers  of  both 
companies  concerned,  giving  expression  to  that  effect.  He  con¬ 
sidered  this  announcement  sufficient  at  the  present  stage  of  the 
proceedings. 

The  leader  of  the  government  *  then  stated  that  it  rested  with 
the  house  to  carefully  consider  how  far  it  should  accede  to  the 
request  of  a  member,  in  preferring  charges  against  the  personal  cha¬ 
racter  of  another,  in  entertaining  and  investigating  such  charges. 
That  in  so  doing  the  house  undertook  to  act  in  a  judicial  capacity 
towards  a  fellow  member,  and  ought  to  be  cautious  as  to  the  cha¬ 
racter  and  class  of  charges  with  respect  to  which  it  would  undertake 
to  exercise  such  judicial  functions.  That  the  house  had  an  un¬ 
doubted  right  at  any  time  to  inquire  as  to  the  expenditure  of  public 
monies  by  the  departments  of  government,  or  by  others  entrusted 
with  expenditure.  But  such  a  class  of  cases  was  altogether  aside 
from  the  present  one,  as  in  these  charges  there  was  no  reference  to 
any  complaint  of  that  character  ;  no  allegation  of  any  public  money 
having  been  misappropriated  or  maladministered.  That  the  house 
would  take  cognisance  of  an  offence  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
by  a  member  in  his  capacity  as  such,  but  the  constitution  did  not 
confer  the  right  to  judge  of  the  private  character  of  any  member, 
such  being  left  to  the  constituencies  of  which  he  is  the  choice. 
Only  when  he  betrays  his  trust  by  a  breach  of  duty  as  a  member 
has  the  house  any  right  to  inquire  into  his  conduct,  or  any  power 
to  affect  his  status  in  the  house  by  any  resolution  involving  his 
seat.  Looking  at  the  charges  made,  it  was  clear  that  they  had 
not  reference  to  administration  of  public  money,  as  before  out¬ 
lined  ;  because  they  amount  to  this,  ‘  that  two  companies  to 
which  monies  were  voted  by  parliament  on  several  occasions,  and 
another  company  which  had  obtained  possession  of  the  money  given 
them  for  the  purpose  of  expenditure,  appropriated  a  portion  of  the 
monies  which  had  thus  been  voted,  not  for  the  purposes  of  their 
own  enterprises,  but  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the  hon.  the  post¬ 
master-general  in  his  own  election,  and  in  others  in  which  he  was 
interested,  and  in  which  supporters  of  the  government  were  can¬ 
didates.  That  ‘  it  will  not  do  at  all  to  say  that  some  charge  is 
implied,  that  some  charge  is  put  forward  which  may  be  capable  of 
one  construction,  and  equally  capable  of  another  construction.  The 
house  has  to  see  specially,  when  charges  are  deliberately  framed, 
as  these  have  been,  that  they  bear  that  plain  construction  upon 
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their  face,  and  that  the  member  who  makes  them  shall  not  after¬ 
wards  be  in  a  position  to  say  that  he  did  not  intend  to  make  such  a 
charge,  but  that  he  intended  to  charge  some  personal  and  private 
impropriety,  or  some  breach  of  the  election  laws  upon  the  member 
whom  he  accuses.  .  .  .  That  when  accusations  of  improper  conduct 
are  made,  even  against  members  of  parliament  as  such,  we  ought  to 
consider  most  carefully  whether  it  is  imperative  upon  the  house  to 
exercise  its  judicial  functions,  which  we  so  rarely  like  to  exercise, 
and  which  we  so  rarely  exercise  well,  considering  the  diversity  of 
feelings,  of  interests,  and  even  of  political  passions,  which  are  apt 
to  prevail  in  an  assembly  like  this.  We  have  to  consider  whether 
the  accusations  which  are  brought  forward  are  accusations  which 
some  better  qualified  tribunal  in  this  country  is  not  clothed  with 
powers  to  determine.  If  the  constitution  has  erected  a  tribunal  in 
the  country  which  has  jurisdiction  over  such  matters,  and  if  the 
laws  which  govern  us  all,  us  as  well  as  our  constituents,  give  to 
these  tribunals  a  right  and  a  procedure  to  carry  on  the  investiga¬ 
tion,  it  is  most  proper  that  the  house  should,  if  possible,  decline  to 
exercise  any  judicial  functions  on  its  part,  and  leave  to  the  tribunal 
which  is  qualified  by  the  constitution  and  statutes  of  this  country 
the  power,  right  and  duty  to  determine  and  investigate  the  com¬ 
plaint.’  That  before  making  arrangements  for  the  trial  of  a  member 
there  ought  to  be  some  charge  made  against  him  in  his  capacity 
as  a  member  of  the  house.  However  improper  it  might  be  for  a 
member  to  violate  election  acts,  that  was  not  a  question  with  which 
the  house  should  deal,  for  over  such  matters  the  courts  had  juris¬ 
diction,  and  it  would  be  ‘  unbecoming  and  improper  from  every 
point  of  view  that  this  house  should  attempt  to  resume  that  juris¬ 
diction.’  The  premier  submitted  ‘  that  this  is  an  attempt  on  the 
part  of  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario  to  investigate  bygone 
elections  which  have  taken  place  in  this  country,  and  nothing  more.’ 
That  the  charges  were  of  such  a  vague  character — especially  with 
reference  to  paragraph  10 — that  if  an  act  had  not  been  passed  em¬ 
powering  the  courts  to  deal  with  election  cases,  the  house  would 
not  adopt  any  such  resolutions  as  these.  After  the  long  and  tedious 
experience  of  trial  before  the  committee  on  privileges  and  elections 
in  the  previous  session,  it  was  agreed  that  the  committee — of  over 
forty  members — was  too  large  for  quick  and  prompt  deliberation. 

By  a  leading  member  of  the  opposition  u  supporting  the  motion, 
it  was  contended  that  the  line  of  argument  adopted  by  ministers 
was  an  extraordinary  one  in  undertaking  to  burke  an  investigation 
into  charges,  and  in  limiting  the  authority  of  the  house.  That 
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members  had  been  frequently  expelled  from  the  Imperial  parliament 
on  grounds  of  their  private  misconduct.  Election  courts  had 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  consideration  of  the  matters  em¬ 
braced  in  the  proposition,  but  dealt  with  irregularities  connected 
with  the  election  of  a  particular  person  against  whom  certain 
charges  had  been  made  ;  beyond  that  their  powers  did  not  extend. 
That,  in  the  memory  of  the  speaker,  an  important  case  in  the 
province  of  Quebec  occurred  where  charges  of  misconduct  in  the 
administration  of  public  affairs  had  been  preferred  against  a  member 
on  trial  of  an  election  petition,  the  court  deciding  that  it  was  not  a 
matter  for  its  consideration,  but  for  parliament  to  deal  with  ;  which 
decision  was  sustained  by  the  supreme  court.  The  use  of  public 
money  for  the  purpose  of  corrupting  the  electors  by  a  member  of 
the  administration  was  a  proper  matter  for  investigation  by  the 
house,  and  was  in  no  way  restricted  by  the  reference  of  election 
petitions  to  the  trial  of  the  courts.  That  the  charges  pointed  to  the 
member  in  his  official  capacity,  as  an  administrator,  rather  than  as 
to  his  conduct  as  a  private  member.  In  effect  they  pointed  to  the 
fact  that  the  Crown  had  been  advised  to  appropriate  large  sums  of 
money,  which  had  been  diverted  from  its  purpose  and  placed  in  the 
hands  of  a  minister  of  the  Crown  for  the  purpose  of  corrupting  the 
electorate.  That  the  minister  who  advised  this  appropriation  was 
the  postmaster-general,  and  that  he  had  used  a  portion  of  the 
subsidies  from  the  companies  for  his  own  and  other  elections.  The 
government  and  parliament  of  England  have  adhered  strictly  to 
the  principle  of  the  sole  right  of  parliament,  through  the  house  of 
commons,  to  investigate  such  matters,  and  not  by  means  of  a  com¬ 
mission  subordinate  and  responsible  to  the  government.  In  a 
question  of  misappropriation  of  public  money  the  people’s  repre¬ 
sentatives  have  the  right  to  know  of  its  use  or  misuse.  To  state 
that  parliament  is  an  inconvenient  body  for  such  an  investigation 
is  to  attack  the  whole  parliamentary  system.  That  there  is  not  in 
the  history  of  England  an  instance  where  such  an  investigation  has 
been  made  by  a  commission  appointed  by  ministers  of  the  Crown. 
A  commission,  being  the  creature  of  an  administration,  is  appointed 
to  investigate  the  conduct  of  those  subordinate  to  the  government ; 
but  if  called  upon  to  investigate  charges  against  a  member  of  the 
treasury  bench,  such  a  person  would  be  in  the  position  of  adviser 
as  to  who  should  be  appointed  to  try  him.  That  ‘  the  sole  tribunal 
to  whom  the  ministers  of  the  Crown  are  responsible  is  this  parlia¬ 
ment,  and  when  a  charge  is  made  against  a  minister  of  the  Crown, 
an  investigation  ought  to  be  had  in  this  parliament,  and  a  report 
made  as  to  whether  the  charge  is  well  founded  or  not.’ 

On  May  4  an  amendment  to  Mr.  Edgar’s  motion  was  introduced 
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by  the  government.  Not  only  were  the  main  charges  recapitulated, 
though  in  different  phraseology,  but  the  chief  points  urged  by  the 
speakers  on  the  opposition  side  were  summarised  and  made  objects 
of  the  investigation.  Instead,  however,  of  referring  the  matter  to  a 
committee  of  the  house,  it  was  moved  : — 

That  the  house  deems  it  proper  and  convenient  that  the  evidence 
relating  to  such  allegations  and  charges  should  be  taken  by  one  or  more 
commissioners  to  be  appointed  under  chapter  114  of  the  revised  statutes 
of  Canada,  and  having  all  the  powers  mentioned  in  said  chapter,  and 
that  such  evidence  should  be  laid  before  this  house  when  completed. 

And  a  debate  arising  thereon,  Sir  Richard  Cartwright  moved  in 
amendment  to  the  proposed  amendment,  That  all  the  words  in  the 
amendment  be  left  out,  and  the  following  words  be  added  to  the  main 
motion : — 

‘  That  this  house  refuses  to  allow  the  investigation  into  the  charges 
preferred  by  Mr.  J.  D.  Edgar,  a  member  of  this  house,  in  his  place  in 
the  house,  against  Sir  Adolphe  Caron,  also  a  member  thereof,  to  be 
removed  from  the  control  of  parliament  and  to  be  committed  to  one  or 
more  commissioners  appointed  on  the  recommendation  of  the  said  Sir 
Adolphe  Caron  and  his  colleagues. 

‘  That  this  house  views  with  repugnance  the  proposition  to  permit  the 
person  accused  to  vary  and  alter  the  charges  preferred  against  him,  and 
instead  thereof  to  substitute  a  new  set  of  charges  drawn  up  by  himself  or 
his  colleagues ;  and  that  such  a  demand,  no  less  than  the  proposal  that 
the  said  charges  should  likewise  be  investigated  by  persons  to  be  appointed 
by  himself  and  his  colleagues,  is  entirely  unprecedented,  and  is  opposed 
to  parliamentary  law  and  usage  as  settled  by  the  practice  of  the  mother 
country ;  is  a  violation  of  the  privileges  of  members  of  this  house,  and  is 
designed  to  elude  and  defeat  the  ends  of  justice.’ 

On  division  the  amendment  to  the  amendment  was  lost,  by  a 
strictly  party  vote  of  63  to  125  ;  and  the  amendment  proposed  by 
ministers  adopted  on  a  similar  vote  reversed. 

It  was  then  moved  and  adopted,  ‘  That  the  names  of  the  said 
commission  or  commissioners  be  submitted  for  the  approval  of  this 
house  before  his  or  their  appointment.’ v 

When  the  names  of  the  commission — two  judges  of  the  Quebec 
superior  court — were  subsequently  submitted  for  concurrence  of  the 
house,  an  amendment  was  moved  by  the  leader  of  the  opposition, 
that,  instead,  the  matter  be  referred  to  a  committee  of  live  members, 
which  was  lost.w 

Mr.  Edgar  was  advised  that  the  commission  would  sit  on  Sep¬ 
tember  20,  when  he  was  invited  to  furnish  a  list  of  witnesses  for 
examination. 

In  his  reply  to  the  commissioners,  Mr.  Edgar  reviewed  the 


v  Jour.  II.  of  Com.  Can.  1892,  p.  284. 
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action  of  ministers  in  the  house  in  having  altered  the  charges  pre¬ 
ferred  by  him,  and  stated  that  those,  as  passed  by  the  house  and 
submitted  for  investigation  to  the  commission,  omitted  essential 
portions  of  his  charges,  while  they  included  charges  ‘  which  he  had 
neither  made,  suggested,  nor  believed  to  be  true.’  He,  however, 
appended  a  list  of  witnesses  that  he  would  have  submitted  for 
examination  had  the  inquiry  been  based  on  the  motion  made  by  him 
in  parliament.* 

In  the  following  session,  1893,  the  royal  commission  on  the 
Edgar  charges  reported  to  the  secretary  of  state  a  mass  of  evidence 
as  a  result  of  its  labours  in  the  inquiry,  which  was  duly  presented  to 
parliament. 

When  the  evidence  came  before  the  house  of  commons  for  dis¬ 
cussion  it  was  claimed  by  Mr.  Edgar/  in  effect,  that  : — 

From  1882  to  1892  the  Quebec  and  Lake  St.  John  railway  company 
had  received  subsidies  from  the  dominion  government,  amounting  in  the 
aggregate  to  over  a  million  dollars. 

That  this  railway  in  1878  entered  into  a  contract  with  a  construction 
company — of  which  the  postmaster-general  was  a  shareholder  and  director 
— to  build  the  St.  John  railway  throughout,  in  consideration  of  the 
transfer  to  the  construction  company  of  all  its  bonds  and  subsidies  voted 
and  to  be  voted  by  parliament  to  the  line. 

That  by  financial  arrangements  made  between  the  builder  of  the 
road  and  the  president  of  the  construction  company,  Senator  Ross,  the 
builder  made  over  all  subsidies,  &c.,  to  Mr.  Ross  personally. 

That  as  a  director  and  shareholder  of  this  construction  company  the 
minister  was  in  the  position  of  a  partner  in  a  firm  of  contractors,  drawing 
subsidies  for  which  he  voted  and  used  his  influence  to  obtain. 

That  in  1887,  on  the  eve  of  a  general  election,  the  postmaster-general 
applied  to  Senator  Ross  for  assistance  to  a  general  election  fund,  and 
received  from  him  $25,000 ;  though  professedly  given  as  a  gift  by  Mr. 
Ross  to  the  minister,  the  evidence  showed  that  Mr.  Ross  had  charged  it 
against  the  account  of  the  builder  of  the  road;  and  further,  that  the 
subsidies  voted  the  year  following  this  transaction,  and  subsequent  years, 
paid  back  to  Mr.  Ross  more  than  tenfold  to  the  giver. 

For  these  and  other  reasons  advanced,  the  speaker  concluded  by 
moving- — in  effect — that  the  evidence  of  the  royal  commission  on 
the  charges  having  been  in  the  possession  of  the  government  (at  the 
time  of  its  reorganisation),  should  have  prevented  the  subsequent 
appointment  of  the  postmaster-general  to  be  an  adviser  of  the  Crown, 
and  rendered  it  highly  improper  that  he  should  continue  to  hold 
that  office.2 


x  For  copy  of  Mr.  Edgar’s  letter  ?  For  Mr.  Edgar’s  speech  see 
see  Toronto  ‘  Globe  ’  and  ‘  Mail  ’  for  Can.  Hansard,  1893,  no.  2822-2848 
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The  solicitor-general,  in  defence  of  the  postmaster-general, a 
examined  critically  the  evidence  of  the  commission,  and  quoted 
largely  from  it  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  charges  made 
against  the  minister,  which  he  reviewed  in  detail,  were  not  proved 
in  any  particular,  but  on  the  contrary  were  disproved  from  begin¬ 
ning  to  end  ;  that  there  was  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  to  show  that 
one  dollar  of  the  dominion  subsidies  had  been  corruptly  applied. 

By  the  minister  of  public  works  b  it  was  pointed  out  that  Mr. 
Edgar’s  motion  placed  the  matter  on  a  different  footing  to  what  it 
was  when  first  introduced  in  the  house  in  the  previous  session,  and 
assumed,  in  its  new  form,  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence  in  the 
government.  That  the  arguments  advanced  by  other  speakers  have 
placed  the  question  in  a  twofold  aspect  before  the  house. 
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‘  The  first  is,  whether  the  fact  of  the  lion,  postmaster-general  being 
a  member  and  director  of  the  construction  company  of  the  Lake  St.  John 
railway  was  of  a  nature  that  ought  to  have  prevented  the  premier, 
when  he  formed  his  cabinet,  from  calling  the  hon.  postmaster-general  to 
office.  Was  the  conduct  of  the  postmaster-general  improper,  illegal, 
unlawful,  or  criminal  ?  An  act  cannot  be  a  criminal  one,  it  cannot  be  an 
illegal  one,  it  cannot  be  an  unlawful  one,  when  there  is  nothing  in  the 
law  to  prevent  it.  The  same  argument  may  be  applied  to  a  member  of 
parliament  as  well  as  to  a  member  of  the  government.  Is  it  proper  for 
a  man  to  occupy  a  position  in  a  joint-stock  company,  as  a  shareholder  or 
director,  who  has  anything  to  do  with  the  government,  and  who  hopes  or 
expects  any  subsidies  to  be  granted  to  liis  company  ?  Is  there  anything 
in  the  law  to  prevent  it  ?  There  is  nothing  that  will  prevent  that,  either 
at  common  law  or  in  the  independence  of  parliament  act,  which  controls 
the  conduct  of  members  of  this  house  in  such  matters.  Therefore  there 
was  nothing  improper  in  the  hon.  postmaster-general  being  a  member  of 
that  company.  Besides,  I  may  add  not  only  was  it  not  improper,  but 
members  of  the  government  and  members  of  this  parliament  are  very 
often  placed  under  the  necessity  of  forming  part  of  companies,  railway 
companies  or  otherwise,  formed  for  the  purpose  of  benefiting  their  own 
county,  or  the  section  of  country  which  they  specially  represent.  When 
the  hon.  postmaster-general  was  asked  to  form  part  of  that  company 
he  was  a  member  of  the  house,  it  is  true,  but  he  was  not  a  member 
of  the  government  ]  and  when  the  house  takes  notice  of  the  admission 
made  by  the  hon.  member  for  North  Simcoe  (Mr.  McCarthy),  that  he  for 
one  has  no  doubt  that  the  hon.  postmaster-general  never  did  anything  to 
benefit  himself  personally,  this  ought  to  dispose  of  that  part  of  the  accu¬ 
sation  in  toto.  If  there  is  an  hon.  member  in  this  house  who  is  ready  to 
rise  in  his  seat  and  say  that  the  hon.  postmaster-general  has  put  into  his 
pocket  a  single  cent  of  that  money  coming  from  the  subsidies,  then  it 


a  Mr.  Curran.  For  his  speech  “  Hon.  Mr.  Ouimet.  Ib.  pp. 
see  Can.  Hansard,  pp.  2843-2871.  2914-2918. 
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will  be  time  enough  to  discuss  the  matter,  as  a  question  of  evidence,  and 
see  if  the  conduct  of  the  hon.  postmaster-general  was  illegal  or  improper, 
or  of  such  a  nature  as  to  oblige  the  prime  minister  to  take  notice  of  it ; 
because  the  question  now  before  the  house  is  this :  Whether  Sir  J ohn 
Thompson,  the  premier  of  this  country,  was  right  or  wrong,  and  whether 
he  is  to  be  censured  or  not,  for  having  done  what  he  has  done — that  is,  for 
having  taken  the  hon.  postmaster-general  into  his  cabinet.  This  vote 
involves  a  vote  of  censure  against  our  premier  personally ;  it  is  not  a  vote 
of  censure  against  the  leader  of  the  house,  or  against  any  other  member 
of  this  government  here ;  it  is  a  vote  of  censure  against  Sir  .John  Thomp¬ 
son,  personally,  for  having  done  what  the  hon.  member  for  West  Ontario 
(Mr.  Edgar)  is  pleased  to  call  an  improper  thing,  and  what  the  hon. 
member  for  South  Oxford  (Sir  Richard  Cartwright)  is  pleased  to  call  an 
outrage  on  the  constitution  of  this  country. 

‘There  is  a  second  question:  Was  the  money  obtained  corruptly  by 
Sir  Adolphe  Caron  from  the  late  Mr.  Ross  ?  As  to  that,  there  is  not  a 
tittle  of  evidence  that  will  lead  any  hon.  member  of  this  house  to  say 
that  Sir  Adolphe  Caron  went  to  the  late  Mr.  Ross  and  made  any  bargain 
with  him,  or  solicited  him  to  furnish  that  money,  and  promised  him  that 
he  would  be  recouped  in  one  way  or  another.  Not  only  that,  but  there  is 
not  a  tittle  of  evidence  to  show  that  Sir  Adolphe  Caron  knew,  at  any  time, 
that  that  money  was  to  be  recouped  to  the  late  Mr.  Ross  by  the  con¬ 
tractor  ;  and  I  say  more,  even  if  he  had  known  that  the  contractor  would 
be  called  upon  afterwards  to  repay  it,  this  would  not  constitute  an  evil  or 
corrupt  intent  which  would  make  the  act  illegal. 

‘  I  say  that  until  you  prove  that  there  was  an  understanding  between 
the  postmaster-general,  the  St.  John  railway,  the  late  Mr.  Ross,  who  was 
president  for  some  time  of  the  company,  and  the  contractor,  or  any  other 
person  who  might  have  acted  as  a  go-between — you  have  no  case  against 
the  postmaster-general.  If  there  was  any  evidence  of  that,  I  would  say 
that  my  hon.  friend  from  West  Ontario  had  proved  his  charges,  but  there 
is  nothing  of  that  kind  proved.  ...  It  may  be,  in  the  opinion  of  a 
good  many  persons,  improper  that  the  law  concerning  the  independence 
of  members  of  this  house  should  allow  any  member  to  hold  the  position 
of  shareholder  or  director  of  a  joint-stock  company  which  has  anything 
to  do  with  the  government.  That  is  a  fair  proposition  to  discuss.  I 
know  that  a  good  many  members,  on  this  side  or  the  other  side,  may  be 
influenced  by  this  very  consideration,  that  they  do  not  think  that  it  is 
proper  for  a  member  of  this  house  to  belong  to  any  company  whose 
interests  are  intimately  connected  with  politics  in  the  shape  of  govern¬ 
ment  subsidies.  But  is  that  a  reason  why  the  postmaster-general  should 
be  censured,  or  why  the  premier  of  the  dominion  should  be  censured  ? 
There  was  nothing  done  contrary  to  law,  though  there  may  be  a  certain 
opinion  that  what  was  done  should  not  have  been  done.’ 

This  closed  the  discussion,  and  on  the  house  dividing,  Mr. 
Edgar’s  motion  was  lost  on  a  division  of  G9  to  119.x 
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In  further  illustration  of  the  position  of  a  constitu¬ 
tional  governor,  in  colonies  having  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,  and  of  the  influence  and  authority  appertaining 
to  the  office,  notwithstanding  the  gradual  emancipation 
of  such  colonies  from  Imperial  control,  the  following 
cases  may  be  cited  : — 

In  1858,  Sir  William  Denison,  governor  of  New  South  Wales, 
successfully  opposed  an  endeavour  on  the  part  of  his  responsible 
advisers  to  increase  largely  the  number  of  members  of  the  legislative 
council,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  ministerial  majority  in  that 
chamber.  In  the  following  year,  Governor  Denison  was  obliged  to 
warn  his  ministers  that  a  certain  measure  which  they  had  in  con¬ 
templation  was  at  variance  with  law,  and  calculated  to  override  the 
law,  without  due  warrant  of  parliament.  He  succeeded  in  con¬ 
vincing  them  of  this,  else  he  had  resolved  to  dismiss  them  from 
officer 

In  1861,  Sir  Alexander  Bannerman,  the  lieutenant-governor  of 
Newfoundland,  being  dissatisfied  with  the  reasons  given  to  him  by  his 
prime  minister  (Mr.  Kent)  for  submitting  to  the  local  legislature  a 
bill  affecting  the  salaries  of  employes  in  the  civil  service  of  the 
island,  dismissed  the  ministry,  and  entrusted  the  formation  of  a 
new  administration  to  Mr.  Hoyles,  the  leader  of  the  opposition  in 
the  assembly.  Mr.  Hoyles  succeeded  in  this  undertaking,  but, 
being  in  a  minority  in  the  assembly,  requested  the  governor  to  dis¬ 
solve  the  legislature,  to  which  his  excellency  acceded.  Meanwhile, 
the  assembly,  on  March  5,  1861,  passed  resolutions  protesting 
against  the  change  of  ministry  and  the  proposed  dissolution,  and 
negatived  a  motion  to  go  into  a  committee  of  the  whole  house  on 
ways  and  means.  Whereupon,  two  days  afterwards,  the  legislature 
was  dissolved  by  proclamation  ;  a  certain  bill,  which  had  passed 
both  houses,  having  been  previously  assented  to  by  proclamation. 
The  result  of  the  elections  was  favourable  to  the  new  ministry,  and 
the  objectionable  measure  which  had  been  disapproved  by  the 
governor  was  not  again  brought  forward. 

In  a  despatch  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  narrating 
these  events,  Governor  Bannerman  remarks  : — ‘  Mr.  Kent’s  affair 
was  a  serious  one.  The  new  system  of  [responsible]  government, 
which  was  conceded  in  1855,  instead  of  lessening,  increases  a 
governor’s  responsibility.  A  bad  ministry,  with  a  corrupt  majority, 
may  do  many  things  which  a  governor  cannot  help.  But  I  could 


y  Denison’s  Viceregal  Life,  v.  1,  pp.  435,  468. 
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not  for  a  day  continue  to  administer  the  government  of  a  colony, 
unless  I  had  the  power  to  dispense  with  the  services  of  my  ministers, 
and  appeal  to  the  country.  But  in  doing  this  a  governor  must  sub¬ 
mit  to  many  things,  and  look  to  what  the  consequences  may  be  to 
the  interests  of  the  people.’ z 

In  January,  1865,  Mr.  Martin,  prime  minister  of  New  South 
Wales,  urged  upon  the  governor  of  the  colony  (Sir  John  Young, 
afterwards  Lord  Lisgar)  the  expediency  of  appointing  two  additional 
members  to  the  legislative  council.  The  governor  declined  to  sanc¬ 
tion  this  proceeding,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  at  variance  with  an 
implied  understanding  in  regard  to  such  appointments,  which  ought 
only  to  be  made  for  the  convenience  of  legislation,  and  not  in  order 
to  strengthen  a  party.  This  refusal  led  to  the  resignation  of  the 
ministry.  The  secretary  of  state,  however,  in  a  despatch  dated 
May  26,  1865,  expressed  his  approval  of  the  governor’s  conduct, 
and  his  belief  that  the  reasons  alleged  for  refusing  compliance  with 
the  recommendations  of  ministers  were  sound  and  convincing. 
Four  years  afterwards,  a  similar  request  was  preferred  by  the  then 
premier  (Mr.  Robertson)  to  the  governor  (Lord  Belmore),  to  the 
effect  that  three  new  members  should  be  added  to  the  upper 
chamber.  But  Lord  Belmore  declined  to  act  upon  this  advice  ;  and 
the  appointments  were  not  made.  Shortly  after,  the  premier 
resigned,  but  for  reasons  unconnected  with  this  decision.  Upon 
being  informed  of  Lord  Belmore’s  refusal  to  accept  this  recom¬ 
mendation,  the  secretary  of  state  approved  of  the  governor’s  deter¬ 
mination. a  But  see  recent  case  (1893)  in  New  Zealand  on  this 
subject  (post,  p.  820). 

In  1872,  the  question  was  again  mooted  ;  and  Mr.  (afterwards 
Sir  Henry)  Parkes,  the  premier  at  that  period,  expressed  a  strong 
desire  that  the  existing  tenure  of  legislative  councillors — by  nomina¬ 
tion  of  the  Crown — should  be  exchanged  for  that  of  popular  election. 
In  a  minute  submitted  to  the  governor  upon  the  general  question, 
Mr.  Parkes  stated  ‘  that  the  working  of  the  principle  upon  which 
the  council  is  based  has  invoked  the  interference  of  her  Majesty’s 
secretary  of  state,  in  a  manner  not  expressly  sanctioned  by  law  ; 
and  which,  with  expressions  of  deep  regret,  your  excellency’s 
advisers  cannot  but  consider  incompatible  with  the  rights  of  self- 
government,  secured  to  the  colony  by  the  constitution.’ 

At  this  time,  Sir  Hercules  Robinson  was  governor  of  the  colony, 
and  he  met  Mr.  Parkes’  complaint  by  pointing  out  that  it  was 

1  This  despatch  is  cited  in  a  let-  Newfoundland  Assem.  Jour.  March 
ter  to  the  Reform  Association  of  5  and  6,  1861. 

Ontario,  from  ex-Governor  Letel-  a  New  South  Wales  Leg.  Assem. 
lier,  dated  Oct.  2,  1879,  in  the  ‘  To-  Votes,  &c.,  1872-  73,  v.  1,  pp.  534, 
ronto  Globe,’  of  Oct.  3.  And  see  535. 
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founded  upon  a  misapprehension.  He  showed  ‘  that  in  every 
instance,  when  questions  have  arisen  as  to  the  appointment  of 
additional  members  of  council,  the  governor  has  acted  on  his  own 
responsibility,  without  previous  reference  to  the  secretary  of  state, 
and  that,  when  the  course  adopted  has  been  reported  home,  the 
secretary  of  state  has  simply  expressed  his  opinion  as  to  the  pro¬ 
priety  or  otherwise  of  the  governor’s  proceedings — an  opinion  which, 
on  one  of  the  occasions  referred  to,  was  specially  invited  by  the 
minister  who  conceived  himself  aggrieved  by  the  governor’s  decision. 
The  understanding  between  the  leading  politicians  in  1861,  as  to  a 
limitation  in  the  ordinary  number  of  the  council,  was  not  come  to 
in  consequence  of  any  suggestion  from  home,  nor  was  it  even 
reported  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  several  years.’ 

Sir  Hercules  Robinson’s  explanation  on  this  subject  was  con¬ 
firmed  by  the  colonial  secretary  (Lord  Kimberley),  who,  in  a  de¬ 
spatch  dated  November  29,  1872 — while  he  deprecated  any  hasty 
legislation  upon  a  matter  so  difficult  and  momentous  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  constitution — expressed  a  hope  that  the  local,  ministry 
would  refrain  from  such  an  act  1  for  the  sake  of  the  permanent 
interests  of  constitutional  government  in  the  colony,  in  the  working 
of  which  her  Majesty’s  government  cannot  but  take  a  deep  interest, 
although  they  seek  in  no  way  to  interfere  with  its  internal  adminis¬ 
tration.’11 

The  project  for  changing  the  constitution  of  the  legislative 
council  in  New  South  Wales  was  afterwards  abandoned.  On 
March  14,  1876,  a  motion  in  favour  of  an  elective  legislative  council 
was  negatived,  in  the  legislative  assembly,  by  a  vote  of  thirty-three 
to  five,0  and  the  upper  chamber  in  that  colony  continues  to  be 
nominated  by  the  Crown. 

In  the  colony  of  New  Brunswick,  in  April,  1866,  a  ministerial 
crisis  occurred,  in  consequence  of  the  action  taken  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor  (Mr.  A.  H.  Gordon)  in  furtherance  of  the  proposed  con¬ 
federation  of  the  British  colonies  in  North  America.  The  expe¬ 
diency  of  agreeing  to  this  union — upon  certain  terms,  arranged  at  a 
conference  of  delegates  from  the  several  colonies  concerned,  which 
was  held  in  Quebec  in  October,  1864 — was  a  test  question  at  the 
New  Brunswick  general  elections  in  1865  ;  and  a  large  majority  of 
members,  opposed  to  the  union,  were  returned  to  the  assembly  at 
that  time. 

The  lieutenant-governor  was,  nevertheless,  of  opinion  that  the 
earnest  desire  which  the  Imperial  government  had  expressed  in 
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b  New  South  Wales  Leg.  Assem.  Votes,  &c.,  1872  -73,  v.  1.  p.  536. 
<=  lb.  1875-76,  p  214. 
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favour  of  the  union,  justified  him  in  again  recommending  the  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  consideration  of  the  local  legislature  \  more  especially  as 
he  believed  that  a  vast  change  had  recently  taken  place  in  the  public 
sentiment  on  this  question.  Ministers  differed  with  the  governor 
in  this  conclusion,  and  objected  to  the  course  he  proposed  to  take. 
They  reluctantly  consented,  however,  to  a  less  formal  discussion  of 
the  union  question,  with  a  view  to  discover  whether  some  basis  of 
gjo*j*06)irent  in  accordance  with  the  declared  wishes  of  the  home 
government  might  not  be  found.  At  this  juncture,  the  legislative 
council  passed  an  address  to  the  Queen,  in  favour  of  the  projected 
union,  and  presented  the  same  to  the  governor,  for  transmission  to 
her  Majesty.  In  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  this  address,  the 
governor  made  use  of  language  which  his  ministers  deemed  to  be 
inconsistent  with  their  policy  on  this  question.  They  accordingly 
resigned ;  although,  at  the  time,  they  were  able  to  command  a 
majority  in  the  house  of  assembly.  His  excellency  at  once  formed 
a  new  ministry,  who  undertook  to  sustain  his  action  in  the  matter. 

A  series  of  resolutions,  condemnatory  of  the  address  of  the 
legislative  council,  and  expressing  disapproval  of  the  governor  s 
conduct,  were  about  to  be  proposed  in  the  house  of  assembly,  when, 
upon  the  advice  of  the  new  administration,  the  legislature  was  pro¬ 
rogued,  and  shortly  afterwards  dissolved.  The  ex-ministers,  and 
their  supporters,  who  constituted  a  majority  in  the  assembly,  were 
indignant  at  this  proceeding,  and  forwarded,  through  the  governor, 
an  address  of  remonstrance  to  the  Queen.  But,  at  the  ensuing 
general  elections,  a  large  majority  of  members  in  favour  of  a  union 
of  the  provinces  was  returned.  Upon  the  reassembling  of  the 
legislature,  the  new  assembly  passed  an  address,  expressing  their 
belief  that  the  constituencies  had  justified  the  course  adopted  by  the 
governor  upon  this  occasion.*1 

A  still  more  remarkable  instance  of  prompt  and  de¬ 
cisive  action  on  tlie  part  of  a  governor,  in  the  interest 
of  the  colony  over  which  he  presided,  but  in  direct 
opposition  to  his  ministry  for  the  time  being — and  not¬ 
withstanding  their  possessing  the  confidence  of  the  local 
parliament — took  place  in  New  Brunswick  a  few  years 
previous  to  the  events  above  narrated. 

In  1855,  a  prohibitory  liquor  law  was  passed  by  the  New  Bruns-, 
wick  legislature.  But  the  act  proved  to  be  wholly  inoperative,  and 
incapable  of  enforcement.  Whereupon  the  lieutenant-governor 

d  New  Brunswick  Assem.  Jour.  1866,  pp.  74,  83,  202,  224. 
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(J.  H.  Manners  Sutton),  without  expressing  any  opinion  upon  the  Governor 
principle  of  prohibitory  legislation,  sent  a  memorandum  to  his 
ministers,  in  which  he  expressed  his  conviction  that  a  continuance  prohibi- 
of  the  existing  condition  of  affairs  was  fraught  with  peril  to  the  tory 
best  interests  of  the  community,  and  called  for  immediate  remedy.  hTuor  act- 
He,  therefore,  suggested  a  dissolution  of  parliament,  with  a  view  to 
a  decided  expression  of  public  opinion  in  favour  of,  or  in  opposition 
to,  the  prohibitory  principle.  Ministers  dissented  altogether  from 
his  excellency’s  conclusions,  and  would  not  advise  a  dissolution. 

Further  correspondence  ensued,  without  a  change  of  opinion  on 
either  side.  Finally,  the  lieutenant-governor  stated  that,  as  he 
‘  never  contemplated  a  dissolution  of  the  assembly  without  the 
concurrence  of  responsible  advisers,’  he  claimed  that  either  the 
executive  council  should  assume  the  responsibility  for  the  issue  of  a 
proclamation  of  dissolution  or  that  they  should  retire,  and  enable 
him  to  seek  for  other  advisers,  who  would  consent  to  this  act.  As 
ministers  still  demurred  to  either  course,  his  excellency  directed  the 
provincial  secretary  to  prepare  and  countersign  a  proclamation  dis¬ 
solving  the  assembly.  Flis  request  was  complied  with,  but  imme¬ 
diately  afterwards  the  ministry  resigned.  The  governor  requested 
them  to  retain  office  until  their  successors  were  appointed.  In  nine 
days  he  notified  them  that  he  had  succeeded  in  forming  a  new 
administration,  who,  agreeing  with  him  in  the  necessity  for  an 
immediate  dissolution  of  parliament,  were  prepared  to  assume  ie- 
sponsibility  for  the  same. 

The  elections  were  held  without  delay  ;  and,  in  less  than  thr  ee 
months  after  the  change  of  ministry,  an  extra  session  of  the  legis¬ 
lature  was  convened.  It  was  of  very  brief  duration.  But,  m 
answer  to  the  speech  from  the  throne,  both  houses  expressed  their 
satisfaction  at  the  governor’s  judicious  exercise  of  his  constitutional 
powers,  and  at  the  promptitude  with  which  he  had  had  recourse  to 
the  advice  of  parliament.  A  bill  to  repeal  the  prohibitory  liquor 
law  was  submitted  to  the  assembly,  as  a  ministerial  measure.  It 
passed,  by  a  vote  of  38  to  2  ;  and  was  agreed  to  by  the  legislative 
council  without  a  division.  Thus,  both  the  constitutionality  and 
the  expediency  of  the  governor’s  action,  on  this  occasion,  were  dis¬ 
tinctly  ratified  by  both  houses. e  r  . 

In  1861,  Sir  William  Denison,  governor  of  New  South  Wales,  Governor 

being  about  to  relinquish  his  office,  and  desirous  before  his  departure 
to  settle  a  long-standing  dispute,  in  reference  to  a  land  claim,  m  grant. 
conformity  with  instructions  received  from  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment,  requested  the  colonial  secretary  to  affix  the  great  seal  of  the 


e  New  Brunswick  Assem.  Jour.  1856,  pp.  8,  23,  and  1857,  p.  88. 
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colony  to  a  grant  of  land  to  the  claimant.  The  secretary  disap¬ 
proved  of  the  proposed  grant,  and  declined  to  be  a  party  to  the 
proceeding,  or  to  become  responsible  for  it.  The  governor  then 
desired  him  to  hand  over  the  seal  and  his  excellency  sealed  the 
document  himself.  This  irregular  proceeding  led  to  the  resignation 
of  the  whole  ministry  •  though,  at  the  request  of  the  governor,  they 
resumed  office.  Shortly  afterwards,  the  local  parliament  met,  when 
an  attempt  was  made  in  the  legislative  assembly  to  pass  a  vote  of 
censure  upon  the  ex-governor  for  his  conduct  on  this  occasion.  But 
the  motion  was  negatived  upon  the  previous  question  being  pro¬ 
posed  thereon. f 


Sir  H. 
Robinson. 


Governor 
Weld  on 
unauthor¬ 
ised  ex¬ 
penditure. 


In  1876,  the  then  governor  of  New  South  Wales  (Sir  Hercules 
Robinson)  objected  to  affix  his  sign-manual  to  land  grants,  until 
some  more  effectual  system  had  been  devised  to  ensure  genuineness, 
and  to  prevent  fraud  by  the  tender  of  spurious  grants  for  his  sanc¬ 
tion  and  signature.  This  led  to  the  adoption  of  improved  regula¬ 
tions  in  the  premises,  and  of  a  constitutional  rule  that  each  deed 
should  be  duly  authenticated  by  the  signature  of  the  minister  for 
lands  before  it  was  submitted  for  the  governor’s  signature.®  By 
this  method,  unity  of  action  between  the  governor  and  his  ministers 
in  such  matters  was  secured,  and  the  liability  of  fraudulent  grants 
being  surreptitiously  obtained  was  proportionably  diminished. 

On  April  23,  1877,  the  sanction  of  the  governor  of  Tasmania 
(Air.,  afterwards  Sir,  F.  Weld)  was  requested,  by  ministers  in  coun¬ 
cil,  to  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  to  an  individual  pursuant  to 
an  award  upon  a  claim  against  government.  His  excellency  objected 
to  the  payment,  because  the  previous  sanction  of  parliament  to  this 
appropriation  of  public  money  had  not  been  given  ;  and  the  matter 
was  dropped.  At  a  later  meeting  of  council,  however,  the  prime 
minister  informed  the  governor  that,  unknown  to  himself  and  in 
anticipation  of  the  governor’s  assent,  the  sum  awarded  had  actually 
been  paid  to  the  claimant,  prior  to  his  excellency’s  refusal  to  sanc¬ 
tion  the  same  on  April  23.  Thereupon  the  governor  recorded  in  a 
formal  minute  his  desire  ‘to  impress  upon  ministers  the  impropriety 
of  signifying  his  assent  to  any  matter,  not  of  mere  routine,  before 
it  had  been  actually  given. 

I  he  governor  was  aware  that,  in  all  colonies  and  under  all 
governments,  it  has  been  usual  in  mere  matters  of  routine,  when 
it  would  be  inconvenient  to  see  the  governor,  that  a  minister  should, 
on  his  own  responsibility,  assume  a  consent  that  would  certainly  be 
-An d ,  in  the  present  instance,  the  governor  was  entirely 


afforded. 


f  Austral.  Diet,  of  Dates,  pt.  2, 
p.  255.  New  South  Wales  Assem. 
Votes,  1861,  v.  1,  pp.  58,  416,  647- 
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satisfied  that  the  departure  from  regular  practice  had  been  acci¬ 
dental  and  unpremeditated.  Being  also  convinced,  from  the  ex¬ 
planations  offered  by  ministers,  that  there  was  every  reason  to 
suppose  that  parliament  would  approve  of  this  expenditure,  he 
stated  that  he  would  not  refuse  to  legalise  an  act  already  performed, 
as  he  believed,  in  good  faith  by  his  ministers  in  a  purely  colonial 
matter.11 

In  New  Zealand,  in  November,  1877,  ministers  submitted  to 
the  governor  (the  Marquis  of  Normanby)  a  request  that  he  would 
appoint  Mr.  J.  N.  Wilson  to  a  seat  in  the  legislative  council.  At 
the  time  this  advice  was  tendered,  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence  in 
ministers  was  pending  in  the  house  of  representatives.  Under  these 
circumstances,  the  governor  objected  to  make  the  appointment ; 
unless  it  was  proposed  to  confer  ministerial  office  on  Mr.  Wilson 
(which  appears  not  to  have  been  the  case)  :  but  he  declared  that, 
in  the  event  of  the  ministry  being  sustained  on  the  confidence 
motion,  he  would  readily  consent  to  the  application. 

The  governor’s  memorandum  on  this  subject  was,  on  the  advice 
of  ministers,  laid  upon  the  table  of  the  house.  Whereupon,  on 
November  5,  the  house  agreed  to  a  resolution  censuring  his  excel¬ 
lency  for  ‘  noticing  a  matter  in  agitation  or  debate  in  the  house,  as 
a  reason  for  refusing  to  accede  to  advice  tendered  by  his  ministers.’ 
Certain  of  the  ministry  voted  in  favour  of  this  resolution,  which 
was  directed  to  be  transmitted  to  the  governor  by  an  address. 

Meanwhile,  on  November  6,  the  vote  of  want  of  confidence  was 
negatived,  but  only  by  the  casting  vote  of  the  speaker.1  Whereupon 
the  governor,  as  he  had  promised,  summoned  Mr.  Wilson  to  a  seat 
in  the  legislative  council. 

Upon  his  receipt  of  the  address  above  mentioned,  transmitting 
to  him  the  vote  of  censure,  the  governor  forwarded  the  same  to  his 
ministers.  He  then  sent  a  message  to  the  house,  stating  that,  as 
soon  as  he  had  been  advised  what  reply  to  make  to  this  communica¬ 
tion,  he  would  notify  the  same  to  the  house.  But  the  ministry 
refused  to  interpose  on  the  governor’s  behalf.  His  excellency  de¬ 
murred  to  this  conduct,  and  referred  them  to  the  constitutional  rule 
that  ‘  it  is  the  government,  and  not  the  governor,  who  must,  so  long 
as  they  remain  his  advisers,  be  solely  responsible  to  parliament  for 
his  acts.’  He  pointed  out  that,  if  ministers  were  not  prepared  to 
accept  and  defend  a  particular  act  of  the  governor,  it  was  their  duty 
to  resign,  and  thus  afford  the  governor  an  opportunity  of  forming  a 
ministry  who  would  sustain  him ;  leaving  it  to  the  governor  to 
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h  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1877,  Sess.  4,  App.  No.  11,  p.  13. 
1  See  post,  p.  776. 
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justify  his  own  course  to  the  Imperial  government,  to  which  alone 
he  is  personally  responsible.  The  ministry,  however,  adhered  to 
their  view  that  the  governor  was  to  blame,  on  the  abstract  question 
of  refusing  to  take  their  advice  in  respect  to  a  nomination  to  the 
legislative  council,  because  a  vote  of  censure  was  under  discussion. 
Neither  would  they  admit  their  own  responsibility  for  the  governor’s 
actions  to  the  full  extent  of  the  rule  above  cited.  Accordingly,  the 
governor  announced  his  intention  of  submitting  the  question  to  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  and  of  transmitting  the  whole 
correspondence  to  the  local  parliament! 

No  further  action  was  taken  by  the  New  Zealand  legislature 
upon  this  case.  But,  in  a  despatch  dated  January  15,  1878,  the 
governor  was  informed  that  his  conduct  in  this  occurrence  was 
entirely  approved  by  her  Majesty’s  governments 

In  December,  1877,  the  premier  of  New  Zealand  (Sir  G.  Grey) 
advised  the  governor  to  refuse  the  royal  assent  to  a  bill,  intituled 
‘  land  act,’  which  had  been  agreed  to  by  both  houses  of  the 
local  parliament.  This  advice  was  given,  because  the  bill  had  been 
introduced  by  the  late  government,  though  afterwards  forwarded 
by  the  new  ministry,  but  it  had  been  amended,  during  its  progress 
through  parliament,  in  a  manner  objectionable  to  ministers.  The 
governor  demurred  to  the  course  proposed.  He  considered  that 
ministers  would  have  been  entitled  to  oppose,  to  the  extent  of  their 
ability,  the  passing  of  the  bill  •  but  he  saw  no  reason  why  he  should 
take  the  unusual  course  of  vetoing  the  measure.  Mexed  at  this  re¬ 
fusal,  the  premier  at  first  declined  to  attach  his  name  to  the  formal 
certificate,  recommending  the  governor  to  assent  to  it.  Ultimately, 
however,  he  agreed  to  do  so,  and  the  bill  was  assented  to.  The 
secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  in  a  despatch  dated  February  15, 
1S7S,  approved  of  the  action  taken  by  the  governor  upon  this 
occasion,  in  declining,  under  the  circumstances  he  had  explained,  to 
refuse  his  assent  to  this  bill.1 

On  June  22,  1878,  the  Marquis  of  Normanby  transmitted  to  the 
colonial  secretary  further  correspondence  between  himself  and  Sir 
George  Grey,  on  which  he  offered  no  opinion,  but  submitted  it  to 
the  consideration  of  her  Majesty’s  government. 

In  this  correspondence  Sir  G.  Grey  complained  of  the  governor 


J  New  Zealand  Official  Pap. 
1877-78.  Rusden,  Hist.  New  Zea¬ 
land,  v.  3,  p.  204. 

k  New  Zealand  Official  Gazette, 
June  21,  1878. 

1  See  the  despatches  in  the  sup¬ 
plement  to  New  Zealand  Gazette, 
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for  having  taken  the  initiative  in  submitting  to  the  secretary  of 
state  questions  in  dispute  between  his  advisers  and  himself.  The 
premier  denied  the  right  of  the  secretary  of  state  to  interfere  in 
local  matters,  or  even  to  express  an  opinion  in  respect  to  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  or  privileges  of  the  general  assembly,  without  the  consent 
of  that  body.  He  assumed,  moreover,  that  any  such  interference, 
though  ostensibly  emanating  from  the  secretary  of  state,  would 
actually  proceed  from  his  chief  subordinate  at  the  colonial  office, 
and  probably  be  instigated  by  certain  returned  colonists,  now 
resident  in  England,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  best  interests  of  the 
colony.  In  his  reply,  Governor  Normanby  justified  his  conduct  on 
the  ground  of  his  responsibility  to  the  Crown  through  the  secretary 
of  state,  and  claimed  that,  under  the  constitution  act,  he  as  the 
Queen’s  representative  was  as  vital  a  part  of  the  constitution  as 
either  branch  of  the  legislature,  and  had  rights  and  duties  to  perform 
which  he  was  bound  to  maintain  unimpaired.  In  rejoinder,  Sir  G. 
Grey  insisted  that  the  governor  was  responsible  to  the  law,  not 
merely  to  an  Imperial  officer ;  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  local 
constitution  act  permits  of  the  governor’s  office  being  made  elective, 
he  ought  always  to  act  in  a  manner  consonant  with  such  a  position.111 

The  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  in  a  despatch  dated 
September  1,  1878,  expresses  his  approval  of  the  course  taken  by 
Lord  Normanby  in  reference  to  the  aforesaid  correspondence,  and 
justifies  his  own  practice  in  the  disposal  of  business  at  the  colonial 
office.  He  also  declared  that  in  the  event  of  the  office  of  governor 
becoming  elective,  the  express  reservation  in  section  57  of  the 
constitution  act  (15  &  16  Yic.  c.  72)  of  the  Queen’s  right  to  instruct 
the  governor  in  regard  to  his  powers  of  giving  or  withholding  the 
assent  of  the  Crown  to  provincial  legislation,  would  sufficiently 
control  the  general  assembly  in  the  exercise  of  their  constitutional 
functions.11 

The  following  cases,  illustrating  the  true  position  of 
a  lieutenant-governor,  and  the  proper  limits  of  his 
office,  as  representing  the  authority  of  the  Crown  in 
the  provincial  constitutions,  have  occurred  in  the 
dominion  of  Canada  : — 

In  1878,  Lieutenant-Governor  Letellier,  of  the  province  of 
Quebec,  dismissed  his  ministry,  because  in  his  judgment  they  had 
failed  to  recognise  the  deference  due  to  his  office,  and  had  recom¬ 
mended  certain  measures  to  the  consideration  of  the  local  legislature 

m  N.  Zealand  H.  Jour.  1878,  App.  A.  1,  pp.  19-27. 

“  lb.  1880,  App.  A.  2,  p.  2. 
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of  which  he  had  not  approved.  At  the  time  of  their  dismissal,  this 
ministi'y  were  able  to  command  a  majority  in  the  assembly  of  twenty 
in  a  house  consisting  of  sixty-five  members.  When  their  successors 
were  appointed,  the  governor  was  advised  to  dissolve  the  legislature. 
The  result  of  an  appeal  to  the  constituencies  was,  that  the  new 
ministi’y  were  sustained  in  the  new  assembly  by  a  bare  majority, 
sufficient  to  enable  them  to  carry  on  the  government.0 

The  next  case  of  the  dismissal  of  a  ministry,  occur¬ 
ring  in  the  same  province,  was  brought  about  through 
an  investigation  held  before  the  senate  of  the  dominion 
of  Canada  in  the  Baie  des  Chaleurs  matter. 

In  the  session  of  1891,  a  bill  from  the  house  of 
commons  was  introduced  into  the  senate,  entitled 
‘  An  act  respecting  the  Baie  des  Chaleurs  railway 
company.’  The  purpose  of  the  bill  was  to  confer 
upon  this  railway  company  a  federal  charter,  and  so 
bring  it  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  parliament  of 
Canada,  it  having  been  incorporated  in  1882  under  a 
provincial  statute  by  the  Quebec  legislature.  Under 
its  original  charter  the  company  was  authorised  to  build 
a  line  from  some  point  on  the  Intercolonial  railway  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  Restigouche  river,  to  New  Carlisle, 
or  Paspebiac  bay. 

Sixty  miles  of  this  road  was  about  constructed, 
when,  in  the  year  1889,  the  sub-contractor,  unable  to 
obtain  payment  for  his  work — though  moneys  for  the 
same  had  been  drawn  from  the  government  subsidy  by 
the  railway  company,  as  the  construction  progressed 
— suspended  payment,  executed  an  abandonment  of  his 
property  and  put  the  case  into  court. 

In  the  following  year  an  act  was  passed  by  the 
Quebec  legislature  empowering  the  lieutenant-go¬ 
vernor,  on  a  report  of  the  railway  committee  of  the 
executive  council,  to  cancel  the  charter  of  any  pro- 


°  See  ante,  pp.  601-620.  See  Reform  Association  of  Toronto,  in 
ex-Governor  Letellier’s  letter  to  the  the  1  Toronto  Globe  ’  of  Oct.  3, 1879. 
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vincial  railway  company  that  liad  failed  to  comply 
with  the  terms  of  its  charter,  or  through  insolvency,  or 
for  any  cause  which  appeared  sufficient  to  justify  such 
cancellation.  This  act,  it  had  been  alleged,  was  passed 
with  the  object  of  annulling  the  charter  of  the  Baie 
des  Clialeurs  railway,  thus  ostensibly  affording  an 
opportunity  for  completing  its  construction  by  a  new 
company. 

In  the  same  session,  1890,  an  act  was  passed  by  the 
legislature  granting  a  sum  of  $50,000,  likewise  a 
land-grant,  not  to  exceed  in  all  800,000  acres,  as  sub¬ 
sidies  to  the  completion  of  this  line. 

In  April  1891,  an  offer  to  construct  the  road  was 
made  to  the  government,  which  contemplated  the  re¬ 
organisation  of  the  company,  conditional  on  the 
balance  of  past  subsidies  being  paid — amounting  to 
$260,000,  together  with  the  two  subsidies  mentioned 
in  the  afore-named  act ;  only  that  the  800,000  acres 
be  converted  into  money,  the  same  to  be  held  by  the 
government  to  pay  the  legitimate  and  privileged  claims 
then  existing  against  the  road  through  the  old  com- 

c  o  o 

pany.  . 

This  offer  the  Quebec  government  accepted,  by 
order  in  council  dated  April  21,  1891,  conditional  on 
the  Baie  des  Chaleurs  railway  company  being  reor¬ 
ganised  ;  but  in  consenting  to  the  conversion  of  the 
land  subsidy  into  money,  the  wording  of  the  order  in 
Council  ran,  ‘  which  subsidy  shall  be  kept  by  the  go¬ 
vernment  and  employed  by  it  to  pay  the  actual  debts 
of  the  Baie  des  Chaleurs  railway,’  whereas  by 
54  Yic.  c.  88,  sec.  1,  sub-sec.  J.,  the  government 
was  only  empowered  to  use  such  moneys  for  privileged 
debts. 

The  alleged  reorganised  company  sought,  as  already 
noticed,  a  federal  charter,  on  the  ground  of  the 
general  advantage  of  the  road  to  Canada  and  that  the 
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company  might  be  freed  from  past  associations,  as  a 
better  guarantee  for  the  disposal  of  its  bonds. 

At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  creditors  of  the 
insolvent  estate  of  the  sub-contractor — before  men¬ 
tioned — appeared  before  the  senate  committee  seeking 
an  amendment  to  a  certain  clause  in  the  Baie  des 
Chaleurs  railway  bill,  alleging  as  a  reason  for  so  doing, 
4  that  without  such  amendment  their  rights  would  be 

O 

seriously  impaired,  inasmuch  as  there  was  reason  to 
suspect  the  good  faith  of  the  company  with  respect  to 
their  proceedings  to  obtain  provisional  possession  and 
use  of  the  said  portion  of  the  railway ;  that  the  deal¬ 
ings  of  the  reorganised  company  under  the  provisions  of 
the  acts  of  the  legislature  of  the  province  of  Quebec 
and  the  orders  in  council  of  the  government  of 
Quebec,  above  referred  to,  cast  suspicions  upon  the 
intentions  of  the  company  with  respect  to  the  privileged 
and  other  creditors  ;  that  the  lien  alleged  to  be  claimed 
by  Henry  Macfarlane  (sub-contractor)  is  a  bond  fide 
and  existing  lien ;  that  attempts  have  been  made  by  the 
company  to  oust  the  legal  representatives  of  Henry 
Macfarlane  from  their  possession  of  the  said  portion  of 
the  railway  ;  and  that  the  unrestricted  right  to  issue 
bonds  would,  in  consequence  of  the  priority  given  to 
such  bonds  by  “  The  railway  act,”  render  worthless  the 
security  afforded  by  the  said  lien.’p 

The  matter  was  accordingly  referred  to  a  select 
committee  of  the  senate  for  investigation.  Upon  this, 
the  promoters  of  the  bill  sought  to  withdraw  it,  but 
leave  was  not  granted,  so  the  committee  proceeded  to 
examine  into  the  charges. 

The  evidence  showed  that  out  of  certain  moneys 
amounting  to  $280,000,  being  a  portion  of  government 


p  Report  of  Select  Committee,  Senate,  re  Baie  des  Chaleurs  Rv. 
Co.  1891,  pp.  iv.-v. 
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subsidies,  a  certain  sum  of  $175,000  ($100,000  of 
which  was  payment  to  one  Pacaud,  for  acting  as  a  go- 
between  the  contractor  and  the  government)  had  been 
improperly  diverted  to  purposes  other  than  the  con¬ 
struction  and  completion  of  the  railway,  through 
dealings  of  the  contractor  with  officials  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  a  commissioner,  the  latter  an  appointee  of 
the  Quebec  government  to  settle  the  claims  and  debts 
due  in  respect  of  the  railway  from  the  subsidy  grants. 
Moreover,  this  gross  misapplication  of  public  money 
appeared  to  compromise  members  of  the  Quebec 
cabinet. 

Meanwhile  the  lieutenant-governor  had  lost  no 
time  in  demanding  an  explanation  from  his  first 
minister,  the  Hon.  II.  Mercier,  as  to  these  alleged  ir¬ 
regularities.  Under  date  of  September  7,  1891,  his 
honour  wrote  the  premier,  reciting  various  utterances 
that  he  (Mr.  Mercier)  had  made  in  the  local  legislature 
whenever  the  question  of  voting  more  subsidies  to  this 
railway  came  before  the  house,  which  showed  the  dis¬ 
creditable  financial  condition  of  the  road.  He  referred 
to  certain  interviews  that  the  then  acting  premier  (Mr. 
Garneau)  had  had  with  him,  wherein  the  minister  com¬ 
plained  of  pressure  having  been  put  upon  him  in  the 
matter  under  discussion,  of  the  payment  of  subsidies  to 
the  Baie  des  Chaleurs  railway.  He  drew  his  attention 
to  the  damaging  evidence  made  before  the  senate  rail¬ 
way  committee,  from  which  he  quoted,  pointing  out  the 
most  salient  items  that  caused  him  apprehension.  His 
honour  specially  referred  to  the  illegal  manner  in  which 
the  government  had  drawn  from  the  treasury  the  sum 
of  $175,000,  by  means  of  letters  of  credit  that  had  not 
had  the  sanction  of  the  representative  of  the  Crown. 
Again,  without  similar  sanction,  the  prejudicial  manner 
in  which  the  mode  of  binding  the  finances  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  had  been  adopted,  to  the  detriment  of  the  public 
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credit,  notably  in  the  instance  of  the  banks  refusal  to 
discount  the  government  letter  of  credit  for  $100,000 
without  collateral  security.  He  asserted  that  the  go¬ 
vernment  when  paying  $175,000  to  a  Mr.  Armstrong, 
contractor,  made  that  payment  to  a  person  to  whom 
they  owed  nothing,  and  to  whom  the  railway  company 
merely  owed  debentures.  This  sum,  drawn  from 
government  subsidies,  was  only  payable — by  statute  54 
Yic.  c.  88,  par.  J, — for  privileged  debts  and  further  con¬ 
struction  of  the  railway ;  the  pretensions  of  Mr.  Arm¬ 
strong  coming  under  neither  of  these  categories. 
Further,  that  the  sum  of  $100,000  paid  to  Mr.  Pacaud 
deprived  the  railway  enterprise  of  that  much  of  the 
subsidy  voted  by  the  legislature. 

His  honour  concluded  by  saying  : — ‘  There  would 
seem  to  exist  between  the  government  and  the  creditors 
of  the  province  a  barrier  at  which  tribute  is  levied 
before  justice  is  done  to  claimants. 

4  Under  these  circumstances  it  becomes  my  duty  : — 

4  1.  To  require  explanations  on  this  matter  of  the 
Baie  des  Chaleurs  railway. 

‘  2.  To  request  your  concurrence  in  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  a  royal  commission  consisting  of  three  judges, 
authorised  to  hold  an  investigation,  and  to  report  upon 
the  facts  and  circumstances  which  preceded,  accom¬ 
panied,  induced,  and  followed  transactions  entered  into 
under  the  act  54  Vic.  c.  88,  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the 
Baie  des  Chaleurs  railway  company.  I  suggest  that  this 
commission  be  composed  of  the  Hon.  Mr.  L.  A.  Jette, 
judge  of  the  superior  court  ;  Hon.  Mr.  L.  F.  G.  Baby, 
judge  of  the  court  of  Queen’s  Bench  ;  and  the  Hon.  Mr. 
C.  P.  Davidson,  judge  of  the  superior  court. 

4  Until  further  orders  I  require  you  also  to  limit  the 
action  of  the  government  to  acts  of  urgent  administra¬ 
tion,  and  I  revoke  the  appointment  of  the  deputy- 
lieutenant-governor  made  under  the  treasury  act,  to 
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sign  warrants  on  the  consolidated  revenue  fund,  under 
article  765  of  the  revised  statutes  of  the  province  of 
Quebec,  and  I  pray  you  to  give  notice  of  such  revoca¬ 
tion  to  whom  it  may  concern.’ 

The  premier  replied  at  length  explaining  away  all 
apparent  irregularities;  maintained,  without  fear  of 
contradiction,  that  the  action  of  the  government  in  its 
dealings  in  the  matter  had  been  perfectly  honourable, 
entirely  in  the  public  interest ;  and  that  nothing  had 
occurred  to  directly  or  indirectly  give  rise  to  suspicions 
as  to  the  proper  character  of  the  transactions  throughout. 

With  reference  to  the  commission  of  inquiry,  Mr. 
Mercier  at  the  outset  claimed  preference  for  investi¬ 
gation  through  a  committee  of  the  legislature.  But 
this  not  being  granted — owing  to  an  apprehension  on 
the  part  of  the  lieutenant-governor  that  some  of  the 
premier’s  supporters  in  the  house  were  implicated  in  the 
alleged  irregularities — he  advised  that  the  commission 
consist  of  but  one  judge.  This  proposition  his  honour 
declined  to  accept,  so  Mr.  Mercier  eventually  agreed 
to  the  commission  of  three,  and  a  proclamation  was 
accordingly  issued,  dated  the  21st  September,  1891. 

At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings  the  lieutenant- 
governor  wrote  informing  Lord  Stanley,  the  governor- 
general,  that  the  gravity  of  the  situation  prompted  him 
to  forward  the  correspondence  for  the  information  of 
his  excellency,  as  to  the  line  of  action  he  had  felt 
constrained  to  take  towards  his  advisers. q 

The  sittings  of  the  commission  were  held  at  Quebec, 
beginning  on  the  6th  of  October,  and  lasted  till  the 
7th  of  November.  The  evidence  developed  new  and 
startling  facts. 

Through  the  serious  illness  of  Mr.  Justice  Jette  the 
joint  deliberations  of  the  commission,  on  the  findings 
of  the  evidence,  were  suspended  ;  but,  before  issuing 
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their  final  report,  Judges  Baby  and  Davidson  deemed 
it  advisable  to  present  an  interim  report,  dated  15th  of 
December,  1891,  in  which  they  gave  a  summary  of 
certain  matured  opinions  on  some  leading  features  of 
the  inquiry,  the  gist  of  which  was — 

That  E.  Pacaud  acted  as  an  intermediary  between 
the  government  and  the  contractor,  C.  N.  Armstrong. 

That  the  bargain  made  between  Armstrong  and 
Pacaud,  by  which  the  sum  of  $100,000  was  promised 
and  paid  to  Pacaud,  was  fraudulent,  and  an  audacious 
exploitation  of  the  provincial  treasury. 

That  Armstrong’s  claim  was  not  due,  and  therefore 
not  exigible. 

That  the  provincial  secretary,  the  Hon.  C.  Langelier, 
from  time  to  time  received  sums  of  money  from  Pacaud 
amounting  to  over  $9,000,  and  in  the  light  of  facts 
seemed  to  be  aware  of  the  source  from  which  Pacaud 
obtained  them. 

That  ‘  notes  amounting  in  all  to  $23,000  discounted 
for  political  purposes  were  paid  by  Mr.  Pacaud  out  of 
Baie  des  Chaleurs  money.  This  debt,  as  shown  by  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Mercier,  had  been  contracted  with 
the  formal  understanding  that  the  responsibility,  as 
between  the  signers  and  endorsers,  should  be  equally 
borne  without  regard  to  the  order  in  which  the  signa¬ 
tures  or  endorsements  appeared.  Mr.  Pacaud’s  pay¬ 
ment  of  these  notes,  although  apparently  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  several  debtors,  none 
the  less  as  to  each  of  them  effected  the  extinction  of 
a  personal  debt ;  and  when,  later  on,  this  payment 
became  known,  it  was  not  disavowed  by  those  for 
whose  benefit  it  was  so  made.  Messrs.  Mercier  and 
Charles  Langelier  were  among  the  endorsers.’ 

That  a  contradiction  appeared  between  Mr.  Mercier’s 
explanation  to  the  lieutenant-governor,  as  reported  in 
official  correspondence,  and  the  testimony  before  the 
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commission  regarding  £5,000  sent  by  Mr.  Pacaud  to 
Mr.  Mercier,  while  the  latter  was  in  Europe 

That  it  was  not  proven  that  Mr.  Mercier  was  aware 
of  the  Armstrong-Pacaud  bargain. 

Vf,  PDf1  rePort  of  tlle  commission  was  made  on  the 
8th  of  February,  1892,  and  appeared  as  a  majority  and 

BTrt;  1  leFf0nrr  Signetl  *  H~ble 

ustices  Baby  and  Davidson,  the  latter  being-  the 
opinions  of  Mr.  Justice  Jetted  13 

The  majority  report  reviews  thoroughly  every 
phase  of  the  fraudulent  transaction  in  connection  with 
the  Armstrong  claim  and  the  issue  by  government  of 
the  two  letters  of  credit,  for  $100,000  and  $75  000  to 

“e  tv  likrse  a  diSpoii  of  thJ: 

) '  •  Ut,  V  ithout  following  the  details  of  this 
nefarious  transaction,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  notice  in 

cabinet1  ™*  reP°rt  lmPhcates  ministers  of  the  Quebec 

Of  the  premier,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Mercier,  it  says  :_ 

-p  Jlat  a,.,  rafr  of  was  remitted  by  Mr 

Pacaud  to  Mr.  Mercier  in  Europe  on  the  15th  May' 
the  rands  thereof  taken  out  of  the  $100  000  J  ’ 

‘  That  a  second  draft  for  the  same  amount  was  re¬ 
mitted  by  Mr.  Pacaud  to  Mr.  Mercier,  the  funds  for 
which  were  according  to  Mr.  Mercier’s  instructions  to 
be  procured  by  the  discount  of  a  blank  note  of  his 
endorsation  ;  but  that  Mr.  Pacaud  used  certain  funds 
coming  to  him  from  a  source  not  disclosed  in  evidence 
and  a  month  afterwards  put  to  his  own  credit  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  a  note  for  $6,000,  filled  up  on  the  blank  on 
which  was  Mr.  Mercier’s  endorsement. 

‘  That  during  Mr.  Mercier’s  absence  Mr.  Pacaud  made 
fheTlOO  000  1Um  am°Unting  t0  ^’788.29,  taken  out  of 
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‘  Tliat  Mr.  Mercier  was  an  endorser,  with  others,  on 
promissory  notes  made  by  Mr.  Pacaud  amounting  to 
$23,000,  where  an  understanding  existed  that  the 
endorsers  were,  as  between  themselves,  equally  re¬ 
sponsible,  irrespective  of  the  order  of  signatures  ;  the 
notes  were  discounted  for  political  purposes  and  paid  by 
Mr.  Pacaud  out  of  the  $100,000. 

4  That  if  these  payments  were  made  by  Mr.  Pacaud 
apparently  without  the  knowledge  of  Mr.  Mercier,  they 
none  the  less  operated  the  discharge  of  a  debt  personal 
to  the  latter,  and  when  Mr.  Mercier  became  aware  of 
their  existence  he  did  not  repudiate  or  seek  to  relieve 
himself  of  them.’ 

In  referring  to  the  incidents  connected  with  Arm- 

O 

strong’s  illegal  claim,  by  which  these  large  sums  of 
money  were  paid  out  of  the  public  treasury,  the  report 
says  : — 

Great  pressure  had  been  put  upon  Mr.  Garneau  to  induce  the 
passage  of  the  order  in  council  and  the  issue  of  the  letters  of 
credit.  Those  who  urged  him  by  speech  and  letter,  or  either  one  or 
the  other,  were  his  fellow  ministers  the  Hons.  C.  Langelier,  Robi- 
doux,  and  Duhamel.  Again  :  Armstrong  considered  it  necessary 
to  act  as  he  did  because  of  Pacaud’s  peculiar  position  towards  and 
influence  with  the  provincial  minister.3 

Of  the  commissioner  of  public  works,  the  Hon.  P. 
Garneau,  the  report  says  : — 

Without  pronouncing  on  the  legality  of  the  assumed  conversion 
into  money  of  the  land  subsidy  or  of  the  advances  as  made,  we  find, 
on  the  facts  disclosed,  that  the  whole  transaction  was  conducted 
with  singular  precipitation,  and  that  Mr.  Garneau  did  not  adopt  the 
precautions  to  guard  against  eventualities  which  prudence,  either 
from  a  business  or  legal  point  of  view,  dictated.  The  issue  of  letters 
of  credit  to  close  the  transaction  instead  of  waiting  for  regular 
supplies  from  the  provincial  treasury  was  irregular.  But  it  adds 
that  he  acted  in  good  faith,  and  only  succumbed  to  pressure  of 


s  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission,  8vo.  Quebec,  1892,  pp.  40,  58. 
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which  he  complained,  but  was  not  strong  enough  to  resist.  He  did 
not  m  any  wise  benefit  by  the  transaction.4 

Of  the  attorney-general,  the  Hon.  J.  E.  Eobidoux 
the  report  says  : — 

That  in  the  latter  part  of  May,  1891,  Mr.  Bobidoux  offered  to 
attempt  the  discount  at  Montreal  of  Mr.  Paoaud’s  note  endorsed 
}  All  P.  valliere,  to  which  was  attached  one  of  J.  C.  Langelier’s 
o  cial  cheques  for  #20,000,  and  a  letter  from  Mr.  Webb  to  Mr 
Eousquet  (cashiers  respectively  of  the  Union  Bank  and  Banque  du 

euple),  promising  to  honour  the  cheque  when  the  government  paid 
its  letters  of  credit  for  #100,000. 

That  he  thereupon  received  the  securities  from  Mr.  Pacaud,  to 
whom  after  an  unsuccessful  effort,  he  in  a  few  days  returned  them 
and  that  in  view  of  his  knowledge  and  support  of  the  negotiations 
contract  and  letters  of  credit,  and  of  Mr.  Pacaud’s  connection 
therewith,  the  offer  to  discount,  possession,  and  attempted  discount 
o  the  note,  with  its  attached  securities,  were  acts  of  a  highly  com¬ 
promising  character.  But  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  he  in 
anywise  benefited  by  the  Armstrong-Pacaud  bargain." 

Of  tlie  provincial  secretary,  the  Hon.  C.  Langelier 
the  report  says  : — 


That  Air.  Charles  Langelier  had  knowledge  of  the  source  whence 
came  the  funds  out  of  which  Air.  Pacaud  paid  to  him  about  #9,000 
tor  his  personal  benefit. 

That  he  was  an  endorser  with  others  on  five  promissory  notes 
made  by  Mr.  Pacaud  amounting  to  #23,000  ;  that  an  understanding 
existed  whereby  the  endorsers  were,  as  between  themselves,  equally 
lesponsible  without  reference  to  the  order  of  signatures;  that  the 
notes  were  discounted  for  political  purposes,  and  that  they  were  paid 
by  Air.  Pacaud  out  of  the  #100,000. 

That  he  was  the  maker  of  and  consequently  personally  respon¬ 
sible  for  a  note  of  #2,000,  also  made  for  political  purposes  and  paid 
out  of  the  #100,000. 

And  that  he  never  repudiated  or  sought  to  discharge  himself  of 
the  jiayments  of  these  notes  as  so  made.v 


The  report  also  gave  a  list  of  members  of  the 
legislature  who  had  been  recipients  of  certain  sums  of 


1  Report  of  the  Eoyal  Commission,  8vo.  Quebec,  1892  p  101 
u  Ib-  P-  137  v  Ib _  p_  138_ 
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money  from  Pacaud,  but  stated  that  they  were 
severally  ignorant  that  the  payments  had  come  from  the 

#100,000.  .  1 

The  minority  report  arrives  at  a  different  conclu¬ 
sion  as  regards  complicity  of  ministers.  Mr.  Justice 
Jette’s  general  summing  up  finds  that : 

First,  The  Pacaud- Armstrong  agreement  is  proved  and  even 
admitted,  but  it  was  kept  secret  between  Messrs.  Armstrong  and 
Pacaud,  and  neither  Mr.  Thom  nor  Mr.  Cooper  knew  anything 

about  it. 

Secondlv,  There  is  no  proof  that  any  of  the  ministers  knew  of 
this  agreement  prior  to  the  revelations  made  before  the  committee 
of  the  senate. 

Thirdly,  None  of  the  ministers,  except  Mr.  Charles  Langelier, 
profited  in  any  way  from  Mr.  Armstrong’s  money. 

Fourthly,  Mr.  Langelier  does  not  seem  to  have  known  the  source 
of  the  money  that  he  received  from  Mr.  PacaudV 

The  lieutenant-governor  of  Quebec  did  not,  how¬ 
ever,  wait  for  the  "full  report  of  the  commission,  but 
took  prompt  action  on  the  interim  report  which  he  had 
received  onDecember  16,  and  wrote  the  Hon.  Mr.Mercier 
on  that  date  informing  him  of  its  receipt  and  contents. 

In  his  letter  he  asserted  that  the  premier’s  state¬ 
ments  made  in  the  ministerial  explanations  to  the  effect 
that  the  government’s  actions  had  been  perfectly  hon¬ 
ourable  throughout  ;  executed  in  the  public  interests, 
and  that  nothing  •  in  the  transactions  had  occurred  in 
any  way  to  give  rise  to  suspicions  as  legards  the  min- 
istry — had  lost  their  value  in  the  face  of  the  report.  He 
reviewed  the  careless  and  illegal  actions  of  Ins  min¬ 
istry  throughout  the  transactions  of  the  Baie  des 
Chaleurs  affair,  as  set  forth  in  the  report,  and  noted 
that  contradictions  existed  between  the  evidence 
before  the  commission  and  the  ministerial  explana¬ 
tions  ;  also  the  silence  of  those  explanations  toucli- 
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ing  certain,  facts  of  extreme  gravity  personal  to  some 
of  tlie  ministry,  all  of  which  led.  him  to  the  conclusion 
4  that  the  ministry  is  not  in  a  position  to  advise  the 
representative  of  the  Crown  wisely,  disinterestedly,  and 
faithfully.’  He  concluded  by  saying  that  notwith¬ 
standing  these  revelations,  and  the  persistency  of  the 
ministry  to  remain  in  office,  ‘  there  only  remains  for  me, 
under  the  circumstances,  in  order  to  protect  the  dignity 
of  the  Crown  and  to  safeguard  the  honour  and  interests 
of  the  province  in  danger,  the  constitutional  remedy 
of  withdrawing  from  you  my  confidence,  and  to  relieve 
3  ou  and  your  colleagues  from  your  functions  as  advisers 
of  the  representative  of  the  Crown  and  members  of  the 
executive  council.’ 

On  the  following  day  Mr.  Mercier  wrote  stating 
that  he  was  assured  that  his  honour  had  received  a  special 
letter  from  Judge  Jette  relative  to  the  report,  a  copy  of 
which  he  requested  to  have  ;  and  assumed  that  there 
would  be  no  objection  to  his  publishing  the  same, 
together  with  the  letter  of  dismissal  of  the  cabinet. 
To  this  his  honour  replied  that  he  considered  the 
letter  in  question  as  personal,  and  that  he  could  not 
permit  the  publication  of  his  despatch  of  yesterday 
without  violating  constitutional  law  and  usage,  which 
required  that  the  publication  of  state  documents  could 
only  be  made  on  the  responsibility  of  the  advisers  of 
the  Crown. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  this  the  ex-premier  wrote  the 
lieutenant-governor  a  threatening  and  abusive  letter,  in 
which  he  claimed  that  ‘  I  consider  myself  justified  in 
doing  without  jrnur  permission,  and  in  publishing  your 
letters  of  yesterday  and  to-day,  as  well  as  my  own.’11  This 
he  accordingly  did,  regardless  of  the  lieutenant-governor’s 

x  Letter  from  Lt.-Gov.  Angers  Ministry,  laid  before  the  Senate, 
to  the  Governor-General,  forwarding  Sess.  Pap.  1892. 
correspondence  of  dismissal  of  his 
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injunction/  Constitutional  usage  makes  it  contrary  to 
the  respect  due  to  parliament  to  communicate  before¬ 
hand,  to  the  public  through  the  press,  important  in¬ 
formation  intended  for  the  use  of  parliament/ 

At  the  request  of  the  lieutenant-governor,  the  Hon. 
C.  E.  B.  de  Boucherville,  legislative  councillor,  assumed 
the  task  of  forming  a  new  ministry.  After  the  ministry 
had  been  formed  and  sworn,  they  tendered  their  advice 
to  the  lieutenant-governor  to  dissolve  the  legislature  and 
appeal  to  the  people. 

By  the  86tli  sec.  of  the  B.  N.  A.  act  the  legislature 
of  the  province  must  be  convened  once  in  every  year ; 
but  legislation  for  1891  in  the  province  of  Quebec  was 
a  blank.  The  development  of  the  Baie  des  Chaleurs 
matter,  and  the  consequent  appointment  and  sitting  of 
a  royal  commission  of  inquiry  into  the  conduct  of 
ministers,  until  the  presentation  of  an  interim  report  on 
the  15th  December,  covered  the  usual  period  when 
a  session  would  otherwise  have  been  held.  The 
lieutenant-governor,  in  dismissing  his  ministry  within 
a  couple  of  weeks  of  the  expiration  of  the  year,  con¬ 
sidered  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of  dissolution 
of  primary  importance  to  that  of  convening  the  legisla¬ 
ture. 

Aside  from  this  question,  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mission  having  implicated  some  of  the  members  of  the 
legislature,  supporters  of  the  dismissed  ministry,  the 
lieutenant-governor  did  not  evidently  think  that  body 
a  fit  tribunal  to  pass  judgment  upon  the  innocence  or 
guilt  of  the  ministry ;  and  considered  that  the  country 
should  alike  be  given  the  opportunity  to  expurgate 
the  element  of  corruption  by  changing  the  personnel  of 
the  assembly. 


y  In  ‘  L’Electeur  ’  newspajier  of  z  Todd,  Pari.  Govt,  in  England* 
Quebec,  Dec.  18,  1891.  new  ed.  v.  1,  p.  442. 
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On  December  2o,  1891,  the  De  Bouclierville  ministry  Baie  des 
was  gazetted  to  office,  and  a  proclamation  issued  dis-  SlwT™ 
solving  the  legislative  assembly,  making  the  writs  case- 
returnable  on  March  15,  1892.a 

The  result  sustained  the  action  of  Lieutenant-Go¬ 
vernor  Angers  throughout  by  a  complete  victory  for 
the  new  ministry,  over  two-thirds  of  the  house  having 
been  returned  as  its  supporters.” 

The  foregoing  precedents  will  suffice  to  establish  the 
doctrine  contended  for  elsewhere  in  this  treatise,0  that, 
wherever  parliamentary  institutions  are  established  and 
the  system  of  ministerial  responsibility  prevails,  the 
executive  officer  specially  charged  with  representing 
the  Crown  in  the  particular  colony  or  province  — 
whether  he  be  a  governor-general,  governor,  or  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  —  must  be  regarded  as  possessing, 
within  the  prescribed  limits  of  his  rule  and  jurisdiction, 
as  the  head  of  a  self-governing  community,  substanti¬ 
ally  the  same  privileges  and  functions  that  pertain  to 
the  sovereign  in  the  British  constitution. 

Nay  more,  it  may  be  safely  asserted  that  the  direct  Constitu- 
power  of  a  constitutional  governor  in  the  colony  over  p°“5s  ot 
which  he  presides  is  practically  greater  than  that  of  a8'over- 
tlie  sovereign  in  the  mother  country,  inasmuch  as  a 
governor  is  personally  responsible  to  a  higher  authority 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  royal  prerogatives,  and  for 
administering  his  government  in  accordance  with  the 
instructions  he  has  received  from  the  Imperial  Crown. 

A  governor,  like  every  other  agent,  has  a  double  rela¬ 
tion  :  first,  to  his  principal ;  and,  secondly,  to  the  party 
with  whom  he  transacts  the  affairs  of  his  principal ;  d  and 


a  Quebec  Official  Gazette,  1891, 
p.  2823. 

b  Before  the  election  Mr.  Mercier 
had  a  majority  of  twenty-five  in  the 
House,  after  it  he  had  not  that 


many  supporters. 

c  See  ante,  p.  32,  et  seq. 
d  Hearn,  Govt,  of  England,  p. 
129.  See  the  remarks  of  Governor 
Mulgrave,  of  Nova  Scotia,  on  this 
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every  statesman  conversant  with  colonial  politics  is 
aware  that  in  a  colony  very  many  occasions  will  arise 
where  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown  would  need  to  be 
exercised  under  circumstances  which  would  not  necessi¬ 
tate,  and  perhaps  would  not  justify,  a  similar  procedure 
in  England.  Striking  examples  of  this  fact  will  be 
apparent  when  we  review  the  constitutional  rights  of  a 
governor  in  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  of  disso¬ 
lution. 

The  lawful  authority  of  the  Crown  in  connection  with 
parliamentary  government — though  apt  to  be  disre¬ 
garded  by  theoretical  politicians,  and  subject  to  be  weak¬ 
ened  by  the  increasing  prevalence  of  democratic  ideas 
is  essential  to  the  efficiency  and  stability  of  parlia¬ 
mentary  institutions.  Such  authority,  when  constitu¬ 
tionally  exercised,  is  calculated  to  be  especially  beneficial 
in  colonies  where  Imperial  interference  with  the  rights 
of  local  self-government  has  been  reduced  to  a  mini¬ 
mum,  for  it  then  becomes  the  sole  expression  of  the 
monarchical  principle  in  the  colonial  polity.6 

The  framers  of  the  American  constitution  deemed  it 
necessary,  in  the  interest  of  the  nation,  to  entrust  large 
powers  to  the  president,  including  a  right  to  veto  the 
legislation  of  congress,  unless,  upon  reconsideration, 
two-thirds  of  both  houses  should  require  the  passing  of 
a  measure  of  which  the  president  had  disapproved. 


point,  in  a  despatch  to  the  colonial 
secretary,  dated  June  23,  1860 ;  in 
Nova  Scotia  Assem.  Jour.  1861, 
App.  No.  2,  p.  5.  See  also  Lord 
Carnarvon’s  circular  despatch  to 
Australian  governors,  of  May  4, 
1875.  Com.  Pap.  1875,  v.  53,  p. 
696. 

e  See  ante,  p.  33.  On  July  1, 1863, 
the  distinguished  Canadian  states¬ 
man,  Thomas  D’Arcy  McGee,  ad¬ 
dressed  a  letter  to  the  ‘Montreal 
Gazette,’  pointing  out  to  all  who 


wished  to  maintain  British  connec¬ 
tion,  and  to  save  Canada  from  drifting 
into  a  democracy,  the  need  of  rallying 
in  defence  of  the  principle  of  ‘  the 
equal  union  of  authority  and  libei*ty, 
hitherto  found  possible  only  under 
the  forms  of  constitutional  mon¬ 
archy.’  He  appealed  to  every 
patriotic  Canadian  to  ‘  manfully  do 
his  part  towards  conserving  the 
monarchical  principle  in  our  con¬ 
stitution.’ 
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Ill  view  of  the  more  extended  powers  which  are 
practically  confided  to  a  parliamentary  ministry  able  to 
command  a  majority  in  the  popular  chamber,  it  is 
evident  that  some  restraint  upon  their  actions  is  need¬ 
ful  to  counteract  possible  corruption  or  abuse.  This 
restraint  is  afforded  by  the  vigilant  oversight  of  the 
sovereign  or  her  representative. 

Whatever  measures  may  be  framed,  whatever  policy 
propounded,  by  a  parliamentary  ministry,  must  be  sub¬ 
jected  to  the  scrutiny  and  must  obtain  the  approbation 
of  the  Crown.  In  a  British  colony,  the  representative1 
of  the  Crown  is  usually  a  man  of  special  qualifications 
for  his  exalted  office.  Necessarily  impartial,  and  usually 
experienced  in  the  science  of  government,  the  states¬ 
men  to  whom  such  eminent  functions  are  entrusted 
rarely  fail  to  win  the  respect  and  confidence  of  the 
people  as  well  as  to  merit  the  favour  of  their  sovereign. 
For  their  powers  are  conferred  upon  them  in  trust  for 
the  welfare  of  the  people,  to  whom  in  the  last  resort 
every  governor  must  appeal,  when  in  the  discharge  of 
his  constitutional  rights  he  dismisses  an  incompetent  or 
unworthy  ministry,  or  asks  for  a  verdict  to  ratify  or  to 
disallow  a  decision  of  the  popular  assembly.  This 
method  affords  the  best  securit}^  attainable  in  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  system  against  the  injurious  influences  of  party 
and  the  intrigues  of  faction,  while  it  secures  the  ulti¬ 
mate  triumph  of  the  rights  of  self-government. 


Gover¬ 
nor’s 
powers 
a  trust  for 
the  public 
good. 
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Definition 
of  ‘  par¬ 
liament.’ 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

PART  II. 

THE  CONSTITUTION  AND  POWERS  OF  COLONIAL  PARLIAMENTS, 

AND  THE  POSITION  OF  THE  GOVERNOR  IN  RELATION  TO 

THE  LEGISLATIVE  CHAMBERS. 

Having  discussed  tlie  position  and  functions  of  a 
constitutional  governor  in  relation  to  his  ministers,  and 
in  view  of  the  rights  of  local  self-government  conceded 
to  colonies  by  the  grant  of  parliamentary  institutions, 
it  remains  to  examine  the  lawful  powers  of  a  governor 
in  relation  to  the  local  parliament,  of  which,  by  virtue 
of  his  office,  he  is  a  component  part. 

But  we  must  first  endeavour  to  ascertain  what  are 
the  rightful  powers  and  privileges  of  colonial  legislative 
bodies,  and  what  are  the  constitutional  relations  which 
the  two  legislative  chambers  should  occupy  towards 
each  other. 

At  the  outset,  it  may  be  well  to  consider  briefly  the 
propriety  of  the  term  4  parliament,’  as  applied  to  a 
colonial  legislature. 

It  has  been  urged,  with  more  ingenuity  than  dis¬ 
crimination,  that  it  is  wrong  in  principle  and  contrary  to 
Imperial  practice  to  designate  by  this  title  any  of  the 
minor  legislative  bodies  in  existence  throughout  the 
empire,  and  that  the  appellation  of  ‘  parliament  ’  should 
be  exclusively  reserved  for  the  great  council  of  the 
nation,  and  for  those  subordinate  legislatures  only  which 
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(like  tlie  dominion  parliament  in  -Canada)  might  be 
invested  with  the  title  by  Imperial  enactments 

[Mr.  J.  S.  Watson,  in  articles  in  the  ‘  Canadian  Monthly,’  for 
N ovember  and  December,  1 87  9,  on  ‘  The  Powers  of  Canadian 
Legislatures,’  shows  that  the  legislature  in  Upper  and  Lower 
Canada,  antecedent  to  the  union  of  the  provinces  in  1841,  as  well 
as  the  united  legislature  then  incorporated,  were  officially  termed 
‘  provincial  parliaments,’  deriving  their  title  to  this  appellation  from 
the  fact  that  they  were  not  subordinate  bodies  with  municipal 
functions,  but  were  empowered  to  make  general  laws  1  for  the  peace, 
welfare,  and  good  government  of  the  province.’  But  since  con¬ 
federation  the  dominion  minister  of  justice  has  had  occasion  to 
remonstrate  with  several  of  the  provincial  governments  for  persist¬ 
ing  in  applying  the  term  ‘  parliament  ’  to  their  local  legislatures, 
contrary  to  the  express  provisions  of  the  British  North  America 
act  of  1867.*] 

But  tills  idea  is  founded  on  a  fallacy,  and  is  not 
warranted  by  Imperial  usage. 

Freeman,  whose  reputation  as  a  constitutional  writer 
ranks  deservedly  high,  tells  us  that  the  word  parlia¬ 
ment  signifies  a  colloquy  or  talk.  The  term  appears  in 
French  in  the  twelfth  century,  and  in  Latin  in  the 
thirteenth.  But  it  is  merely  a  translation  of  the  ex¬ 
pression  4  deep  speech,’  which  according  to  the  English 
chronicle,  King  William  held  with  his  witan  in  the 
eleventh  century.  The  parliament  of  England  is  his¬ 
torically  so  called  because  it  was  assembled  together  to 
'parley ,  to  talk,  to  hold  high  converse  on  affairs  of  state 
with  the  king.0 

This  derivation  of  the  word  would  naturally  incline 
us  to  describe  by  the  name  of  parliament  all  legislatures 
in  the  British  dominions  which  are  substantially  en¬ 
trusted  with  independent  powers  of  self-government. 


a  Are  Legislatures  Parliaments  ?  pp.  310,  315,  318  ;  ib.  1882,  No.  141, 
a  Study  and  Review.  ByFennings  pp.  8,  22,  25.  _ 

Taylor,  Montreal,  1879.  c  E.  A.  Freeman  m  N.  Am.  Rev. 

»  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  89,  v.  129,  p.  159. 
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Are  all 
legisla¬ 
tures 
parlia¬ 
ments  ? 


Subordi¬ 
nate  legis¬ 
latures. 


For  they,  in  their  limited  spheres  of  action,  are  as 
supreme  as  the  Imperial  parliament  itself,  and  are 
directly  occupied  with  the  consideration  of  questions  of 
general  concern  in  the  particular  colony.  Since  the 
recognition  of  the  rights  of  local  self-government  in  the 
leading  British  colonies,  the  Imperial  parliament,  as  we 
have  seen,d  has  refrained  from  all  interference  with  the 
proper  functions  of  colonial  legislatures.  These  bodies 
are  assembled,  not  merely  to  pass  necessary  laws  for 
the  good  government  of  the  colony,  but  also  ‘  to  hold 
high  converse  on  affairs  of  state  ’  with  the  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  Crown,  to  discuss  and,  by  discussion,  to  in¬ 
fluence  the  policy  of  the  local  administration  upon  all 
public  matters  affecting  the  welfare  of  the  community. 
They  are,  therefore,  as  much  entitled  to  be  regarded  as 
‘  parliaments,’  in  and  for  their  respective  colonies,  as  the 
£  Imperial  parliament  ’  is  in  and  for  the  whole  empire. 

It  is  different  when  a  limited  and  inferior  class  of 
questions  only  are  assigned  to  the  exclusive  legislative 
authority  of  a  subordinate  body,  whilst  the  supreme 
control  of  state  or  general  affairs  is  reserved  to  a 
superintending  power.  The  functions  of  the  one  body, 
in  such  a  case,  are  simply  municipal  and  confined  to  a 
prescribed  field  of  operation,  whilst'  those  of  the  other 
are  national  and  comprehensive. 

Such,  in  fact,  is  the  relation  borne  by  the  legislatures 
of  the  different  Canadian  provinces  towards  the  federal 
parliament  of  the  dominion.  The  powers  and  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  both  are  regulated  by  Imperial  statute.  To  the 
foimer  is  delegated  the  exclusive  right  to  make  laws  in 
regard  ‘  to  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature  ’  in 
each  province.  To  the  latter  is  assigned,  not  merely 
authority  to  legislate  upon  specified  public  matters 
affecting  the  public  interests  of  the  entire  dominion, 


J  See  ante,  p.  213. 


LOCAL  PARLIAMENTS  AND  POWERS  OF  A  GOVERNOR.  685 


but  also  to  make  laws  upon  whatever  may  concern 
‘  the  peace,  order,  and  good  government  of  Canada,’ 
save  only  in  matters  of  such  exclusively  local  descrip¬ 
tion  as  to  be  suitably  reserved  for  provincial  determina¬ 
tion.  The  general  powers  conferred  upon  the  federal 
legislature  constitute  that  body  as  being  emphatically 
and  exclusively  the  ‘  parliament,’  which  ‘  holds  high 
converse  on  affairs  of  state,’  on  whatever  may  affect  the 
welfare  of  the  Canadian  dominion. 

This  distinction  is  justified  by  the  terms  employed  in 
the  British  North  America  act.  Therein  the  provincial 
legislative  bodies  are  designated  as  ‘  legislatures,’  and 
the  dominion  legislature  is  uniformly  described  as  4  the 
parliament  of  Canada.’6 

But  on  turning  our  attention  to  colonial  legislatures 
in  other  parts  of  the  empire,  and  especially  where  the 
system  of  responsible  government  prevails,  we  find  that 
from  the  period  wdien  local  self-government  was  con¬ 
ceded  to  these  colonies  their  legislatures  immediately 
began  to  assume  the  appellation  of  parliaments,  and 
that  this  claim  received  the  sanction  of  the  Crown. 

In  Victoria  (Australia),  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Imperial  act,  18  &  19  Vic.  c.  55,  which  enabled 
the  legislature  to  define,  by  statute,  its  own  powers  and 
privileges,  an  act  was  passed,  in  1857,  which  declared 
that  4  the  legislature  of  Victoria  shall  be  and  is  hereby 
designated  44  The  parliament  of  "V  ictoria.”  ’f 

With  or  without  express  legislative  authority,  the 
appellation  of  parliament  was  likewise  assumed  by  all 
other  colonial  legislatures  in  Australasia  wherein  local 
self-government  had  been  introduced  ;  °  and  at  a  subse¬ 
quent  period  by  the  4  parliament  of  the  Cape  Colony  ’ 
in  South  Africa,  pursuant  to  the  local  act,  No.  1  of 
1854.  _ _ 

e  See  ante,  p.  683,  note.  g  See  Queensland  Const.  Act, 

f  Victoria  Stats.  20  Vic.  No.  1.  1867,  sec.  41. 
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This  adoption  of  a  title  more  dignified  than  that  of 
legislature,  and  indicative  of  the  possession  of  larger 
powers,  was  in  no  respect  an  act  of  usurpation  or  pre¬ 
tence.  It  was  rather  a  reasonable  and  most  constitu¬ 
tional  assertion  of  an  undeniable  fact  that  more  extensive 
powers  had  actually  been  conferred  by  the  Crown  upon 
the  particular  colony. 

The  propriety  of  this  change  of  title  has,  moreover, 
been  explicitly  admitted  by  the  Imperial  government. 
AVI ii  1st  in  acts  passed  by  the  Imperial  parliament  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  acts  and  proceedings  of  colonial  legislatures, 
the  formal  distinction  between  the  ‘  legislature  ’  of  a 
colony  and  the  ‘  parliament  ’  of  the  mother  country 
is  still  maintained,11  not  merely  to  prevent  confusion, 
but  as  an  appropriate  assertion  of  the  abstract  right  of 
general  legislation  for  the  empire  which  necessarily  be¬ 
longs  to  the  Imperial  parliament,  this  difference  is  not 
observed  in  other  official  documents.  A  cursory  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  despatches  addressed  by  her  Majesty’s 
secretary  of  state  to  colonial  governors,  under  the  par¬ 
liamentary  system,  will  suffice  to  show  that  the  local 
legislatures  are  usually,  if  not  invariably,  referred  to 
therein  under  the  name  of  parliament. 

If  the  distinction  herein  noted  between  legislative 
bodies  which  continue  to  occupy  a  subordinate  and 
dependent  relation  to  the  Imperial  authority  (or,  as  the 
case  may  be,  to  authority  vested  in  a  federal  govern¬ 
ment)  and  those  which  have  been  entrusted  independ¬ 
ently  with  general  powers  of  self-government,  be 
correct,  the  appellation  of  4  parliament  ’  to  the  legisla¬ 
tive  institutions  in  self-governing  colonies  is  not  merely 
allowable,  but  peculiarly  appropriate,  as  marking  an 


h  Although  in  the  marginal  notes  Act,  IS  &  19  Vic.  c.  54,  schedule, 
to  the  Canada  Reunion  Act,  3  &  sec.  1,  the  term  ‘  parliament  ’  is  ap- 
4  Viet.  c.  35,  secs.  30  and  31,  and  to  plied  to  these  colonial  legislatures, 
the  New  South  Wales  Constitution 
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epoch  in  the  constitutional  progress  of  the  colony,  and 
as  an  evidence  that,  with  the  direct  consent  of  the 
Crown,  the  right  to  legislate,  in  all  matters  of  local 
concern,  has  been  virtually  surrendered  to  the  local 
government. 

Another  question  presents  itself  for  our  consideration  Powers 
in  this  connection,  and  one  -which  is  of  great  practical  Alleges 
importance  ;  namely,  the  extent  of  the  powrers  and  pri-  of  local 
vileges  that  may  be  rightfully  assumed  by  a  colonial  turns, 
legislature. 

The  answTer  to  this  question  depends,  in  no  small 
degree,  upon  the  actual  status  of  the  legislative  body 
itself.  It  may  be  suitably  determined  by  the  mutual 
agreement  of  the  several  branches  or  estates  of  the 
legislature  in  a  formal  statute.  But  if  no  higher  war¬ 
rant  can  be  shown  in  favour  of  an  alleged  privilege  than 
the  assertion  of  a  single  branch  of  the  local  legislature, 
on  its  own  behalf,  the  courts  of  law  will  interpose,  and 
limit  the  claim  in  accordance  with  general  principles  of 
constitutional  law  applicable  to  the  case.  This  has 
been  repeatedly  done  by  colonial  courts,  and,  in  the  last 
resort,  by  the  judicial  commitee  of  the  privy  council.1 

Whilst  a  colony  is  in  a  state  of  pupilage,  and  is 
directly  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Crown,  it  is  un¬ 
necessary  and  unbecoming  in  either  branch  of  the  local 
legislature  to  insist,  for  itself  collectively,  or  for  its 
members  individually,  upon  the  right  to  any  privileges 
or  powers  except  such  as  are  indispensably  necessary 
for  the  efficient  performance  of  its  proper  functions. 

But  when  the  status  of  a  colony  is  raised  to  that  of  a 
self-governing  autonomy — whether  its  jurisdiction  in¬ 
cludes  the  right  of  general  legislation,  or  is  limited  to 


i  See  cases  cited  in  Forsyth’s  p.  189;  and  Doyle  v.  Falconer, 
Constitutional  Law,  p.  25  ;  in  Clarke,  Law  Rep.  P.  C.  App.  v.  1,  p.  328. 
Criminal  Law  of  Canada,  ed.  1882, 
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tlie  control  and  disposition  of  local  questions  of  minor 
import,  so  long  as  the  legislative  powers  exercised  are 
exclusive  and  supreme i- — it  becomes  desirable  to  clothe 
the  legislative  body  with  greater  authority.  Such  legis¬ 
latures  will  need  to  possess  inquisitorial  powers,  to  se¬ 
cure  themselves  from  obstruction.  They  will  need 
coercive  powers  to  enforce  every  lawful  discharge  of 
their  appropriate  functions,  and  to  vindicate  their  pro¬ 
ceedings  from  resistance  or  contempt.  But  in  order  to 
define  with  precision,  and  without  excess,  the  powers 
proper  to  be  conferred  upon  any  legislative  body,  re¬ 
course  should  be  had  to  statutory  enactment.  No  acts 
can  be  passed  in  any  colony  except  by  consent  of  the 
Crown.  The  Crown,  therefore,  is  able  to  judge  what 
powers  and  privileges  ought  to  be  granted  in  each  par¬ 
ticular  case,  and  is  in  a  position  to  refuse  its  sanction  to 
all  unjustifiable  claims.  So  long  as  an  assertion  of  pri¬ 
vilege  is  based  upon  analogy  or  inference  merely,  it  is 
liable  to  exaggeration.  But  when  privilege  is  defined 
by  law,  there  is  a  restraint  upon  its  abuse.  This  method 
has  accordingly  been  approved  by  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment,  by  a  general  statute,  as  well  as  by  special  legis¬ 
lation,  to  explain  or  amend  particular  colonial  constitu¬ 
tions. 

Thus,  by  an  Imperial  act  passed  in  1865,  it  is 
declared  that  ‘  every  representative  legislature  shall,  in 
respect  to  the  colony  under  its  jurisdiction,  have,  and 
be  deemed  at  all  times  to  have  had,  full  power  to  make 
laws  respecting  the  constitution,  powers,  and  procedure 
of  such  legislature,’  provided  that  such  laws  have  been 
duly  enacted,  pursuant  to  their  constitution  for  the  time 
being.k 

The  principle  of  defining  by  statute  the  powers, 


J  As  in  the  case  of  several  provinces  in  the  dominion  of  Canada  ; 
see  ante,  p.  525.  k  28  &  29  Vic.  c.  63,  sec.  5. 
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privileges,  and  immunities,  to  be  possessed  and  enjoyed 
by  local  legislatures  and  by  their  individual  members, 
had  been  previously  introduced  into  certain  colonies 
by  Imperial  authority.  By  the  thirty-fifth  section  of 
the  act  18  &  19  Yic.  c.  55,  it  was  declared  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  legislature  of  Victoria  (Australia) 
by  legislation  to  define  the  privileges,  immunities,  and 
powers  of  the  council  and  assembly  of  that  colony,  and 
of  the  members  thereof  ;  provided  that  the  same  shall 
not  exceed  those  now  held  and  exercised  by  the  com¬ 
mons  house  of  parliament  or  the  members  thereof. 

This  act,  to  establish  the  constitution  of  Victoria,  was  passed 
in  the  colony  in  1854  under  the  authority  of  the  Imperial  act, 
13  &  14  A7ic.  c.  59,  which  empowered  the  several  Australian 
colonies  to  frame  their  own  constitutions.  It  was  reserved  for  the 
pleasure  of  the  Crown,  and,  as  it  contained  provisions  to  which  her 
Majesty  was  not  competent  to  assent  without  the  authority  of  par¬ 
liament,  it  was  submitted  to  parliamentary  consideration,  amended 
in  certain  particulars,  and  appended  as  a  schedule  to  the  act 
sanctioning  and  amending  it.  So  that  it  actually  forms  part  of  the 
Imperial  statute  18  &  19  Vic.  c.  55. 

Accordingly,  in  1857,  the  legislature  of  Victoria 
passed  an  act,  which  was  sanctioned  by  the  Crown,  to 
confer  upon  their  two  chambers,  and  upon  the  commit¬ 
tees  and  individual  members  composing  the  same,  the 
powers  and  privileges  appertaining  to  the  Imperial 
house  of  commons.1 

The  British  North  America  act,  1867,  section  18 
(explained  by  the  act  38  &  39  Vic.  c.  38),  contains 
a  similar  provision  empowering  the  parliament  of  Can¬ 
ada  to  define  by  statute  the  powers,  privileges,  and 
immunities  of  the  senate  and  house  of  commons,  and 
of  the  members  thereof  respectively  ;  provided  only 


1  Victoria  Stats.  20  Vic.  No.  1.  p.  487  ;  Speaker  of  Victoria  Assy. 
For  decisions  under  this  act  see  v.  Glass,  ib.  v.  7,  p.  449. 

Dill  v.  Murphy,  1  Moore  P.  C.  N.S. 
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that  the  same  shall  not  exceed  those  held,  enjoyed, 
and  exercised  by  the  Imperial  house  of  commons. 

Pursuant  to  this  authority,  the  Canadian  act,  31  Vic. 
c.  23,  was  passed  by  the  dominion  parliament. 

As  in  the  case  of  the  oaths  bill,  which  was  assented  to  by  the 
governor-general  under  the  authority  of  this  statute,  but  was  after¬ 
wards  disallowed  by  the  Crown  upon  the  ground  that  it  proposed  to 
confer  powers  in  excess  of  the  powers  exercised  by  the  house  of 
commons  itself,  at  the  time  the  Imperial  law  was  enacted.111 

In  the  colony  of  Tasmania,  however,  the  local  legisla¬ 
ture,  in  1858,  passed  an  act  ‘  to  confer  certain  powers 
and  privileges  on  the  houses  of  the  parliament  of  Tas¬ 
mania.’  No  previous  authority  had  been  given  by  the 
Imperial  parliament  for  such  legislation,  other  than  the 
general  power  granted  to  the  several  Australian  colo¬ 
nies  by  the  Imperial  act  13  &  14  Vic.  c.  59,  s.  32, 
to  alter  and  amend  their  respective  constitutions.  This 
would  justify  the  inference  of  the  Canadian  supreme 
court — as  hereinafter  mentioned — that  any  legislative 
body  is  competent,  with  the  consent  of  the  Crown,  to 
pass  an  act  to  define  its  own  powers  and  privileges.11 

In  1874  the  house  of  assembly  of  Nova  Scotia 
adopted  certain  proceedings  in  dealing  with  a  refrac¬ 
tory  member  of  their  body,  whom  they  had  resolved  to 
have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  privilege.  They  had 
adjudged  him  to  have  committed  a  contempt  of  the 
authority  of  the  house,  though  he  had  not  obstructed 
the  public  business,  and  had  directed  his  forcible  re¬ 
moval  from  the  house  until  he  should  apologise  for  his 
conduct.  Whereupon  he  brought  an  action  of  trespass 
for  assault  against  the  speaker  and  certain  members  of 
the  house,  and  obtained  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  pro¬ 
vince  a  verdict  of  damages.  In  1877  the  case  was  brought 

o  o 


m  Ante,  p.  179. 

n  And  see  Forsyth,  Const.  Law,  p.  26. 
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on  appeal  before  the  supreme  court  of  the  dominion. 
In  January,  1878,  judgment  was  rendered  by  Sir  W.  B. 
Pochards,  chief-justice  of  the  court,  and  by  the  other 
learned  judges  present.  They  all  agreed  in  affirming 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  and  in  dismissing  the 
appeal.  The  effect  of  this  decision  was  to  declare  ‘  that 
the  house  of  assembly  of  Nova  Scotia  has  no  power  to 
punish  for  any  offence  not  an  immediate  obstruction 
to  the  due  course  of  its  proceedings  and  the  proper 
exercise  of  its  functions,  such  power  not  being  an  essen¬ 
tial  attribute  nor  essentially  necessary  for  the  exercise 
of  its  functions  by  a  local  legislature,  and  not  belonging 
to  it  as  a  necessary  or  legal  incident ;  and  that,  without 
'prescription  or  statute,  local  legislatures  have  not  the 
privileges  which  belong  to  the  house  of  commons  of 
Great  Britain  by  the  lex  et  consuetude  parliaments 

The  chief-justice,  however,  adverted  to  the  propriety 
of  provincial  legislation  on  this  subject,  and  remarked 
that  ‘  the  legislatures*  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  seemed 
to  have  conferred  on  the  house  of  assembly  in  these 
provinces  extensive  powers,  to  enable  them  effectually 
to  exercise  their  high  functions  and  discharge  the  im¬ 
portant  duties  cast  on  them.  It  may  be  necessary  still 
further  to  extend  their  powers.  The  legislatures  of  the 
other  provinces  will  probably  consider  it  desirable  to 
take  the  same  course,  and  in  that  way  unmistakably 
place  these  tribunals  in  the  position  of  dignity  and 
power  which  it  is  desirable  they  should  possess.’0 

This  decision  affirms  the  right  of  the  legislatures  in 
the  several  provinces  of  the  Canadian  dominion  to 
confer  upon  themselves  and  upon  their  individual 
members  by  a  statute— to  be  passed  with  the  consent 
of  the  Crown  (as  expressed  by  the  approval  of  the 
same  by  the  governor-general  of  Canada  in  council) 

0  Landers  et  al.  v.  D.  B.  Woodworth.  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  2,  pp. 
153-215. 
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— any  powers  and  privileges  which  they  may  deem  to  be 
necessary  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  their  constitu¬ 
tional  functions.  Such  authority  could  be  exercised 
either  by  virtue  of  their  inherent  power  as  legislative 
bodies  (as  in  the  case  of  Tasmania,  above  mentioned), 
or  in  pursuance  of  the  ninety-second  section  of  the 
British  North  America  act,  1867,  which  authorises  the 
legislature  in  each  province  to  amend  from  time  to 
time — £  notwithstanding  anything  in  this  act ' — £  the 
constitution  of  the  province,  except  as  regards  the  office 
of  lieutenant-governor.’  p 

Anticipating  the  suggestion  of  Chief-Justice  Richards, 
the  legislature  of  Nova  Scotia  in  1876,  while  the  afore¬ 
said  action  of  Landers  et  al  v.  Woodworth  was  pending, 
passed  an  act  respecting  the  legislature  which  conferred 
upon  both  houses,  and  upon  the  members  thereof,  the 
same  privileges  as  shall  for  the  time  being  be  enjoyed 
by  the  senate  and  house  of  commons  of  Canada,  their 
committees  and  members  for  the  time  beingJ  The 
dominion  minister  of  justice,  in  reporting  upon  this 
statute,  drew  attention  to  the  fact  that,  in  1869,  acts 
purporting  to  confer  upon  the  legislatures  of  Ontario 
and  Quebec  similar  powers  had  been  objected  to  and 
disallowed.  Again,  in  1874,  a  Manitoba  statute  to  the 
same  effect  was  likewise  disallowed.  Subsequently,  in 
1870  and  in  1876,  these  three  provincial  legislatures 
passed  other  acts  to  define  their  privileges  and  powers, 
which,  though  they  appeared  to  be  open  to  very  serious 
question,  and  though  it  was  considered  doubtful  whether 
they  were  not  in  excess  of  the  jurisdiction  and  authority 
of  a  local  legislature,  yet  they  were  left  by  the  domi¬ 
nion  government  to  their  operation,  upon  the  under¬ 
standing  that  any  person  who  might  be  aggrieved 
thereby  could  raise  the  question  of  their  validity  in  a 


p  Landers  et  al.  v.  D.  B.  Wood-  192,  201. 
worth,  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  v.  2,  pp.  a  N.  S.  Stats.  1876,  c.  22. 
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court  of  law.  But  inasmuch  as  the  Nova  Scotia  act  of  Nova 
1876  professed  to  confer  upon  the  Nova  Scotia  legisla-  iegis- 
tive  chambers  powers  which  it  had  been  decided  by  lature- 
dominion  authority  should  not  be  assumed  by  the  legis¬ 
latures  of  Ontario,  Quebec,  and  Manitoba,  the  dominion 
minister  of  justice  recommended  that  the  objection 
should  be  brought  under  the  notice  of  the  lieutenant- 
governor,  with  a  view  to  the  repeal  of  the  clauses  to 
which  exception  had  been  taken,  before  the  expiration 
of  the  time  limited  for  the  disallowance  of  the  act.r 
Nevertheless,  it  appears  that  this  act  was  neither 
amended  nor  disallowed.s 

The  principle  asserted  in  the  aforesaid  judgment  of  p|1{!nciPja 
the  Canadian  supreme  court — which  affirmed  the  by 
right  of  provincial  legislatures  to  confer  upon  them- 
selves  by  statute  whatever  powers  and  privileges  were 
deemed  to  be  necessary — whilst  it  does  not  debar  the 
Crown  from  interposing  a  veto  upon  an  act  which 
should  attempt  to  legalise  unwarrantable  claims,  does 
in  fact  render  it  difficult  to  object  to  any  powers,  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  conferred  by  statute,  upon  a  particular 
legislative  body,  that  they  were  in  excess  of  the  powers 
which  the  supreme  executive  authority  were  disposed 
to  approve.  In  this  respect  the  court  recognises  the 
possession  in  provincial  legislatures  of  a  wider  dis¬ 
cretion  than  had  been  heretofore  approved  either  by 
the  dominion  government  or  by  the  Crown  law-officers 
in  England  ; 4  and  to  this  extent  it  confirms  the  position 
taken  by  the  premier  and  attorney-general  of  Ontario 
(Mr.  J.  Sanfield  Macdonald),  when,  in  an  able  memo¬ 
randum,  he  protested  against  the  disallowance  ol  the 
Ontario  statute  of  1869,  defining  the  privileges,  &c.,  of 


r  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  s  Can.  Sess.  Pap.  1882,  No.  141, 
89,  pp.  108-114,  201 ;  Canada  Ga-  p.  13  ;  and  see  pp.  24,  50. 
zette,  v.  8,  p.  262  ;  Manitoba  Stats.  *  See  ante,  p.  523. 

1873,  c.  2,  1876,  c.  12. 
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the  local  assembly.  This  act  had  been  disallowed, 
because  it  was  presumed  to  be  ultra  vires,  and  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  limitations  of  the  British  North  America 
act ;  but,  after  a  careful  review  of  the  argument,  the 
attorney-general  concludes  with  the  pertinent  remark 
that,  in  his  opinion,  ‘  sufficient  consideration  had  not 
been  given  to  the  important  distinction  between  powers 
claimed  by  the  authority  of  a  statute  and  powers 
claimed  as  inherently  belonging  to  a  legislative  body.’ u 

It  is,  however,  quite  possible  for  a  colonial  legis¬ 
lature  to  press  this  conclusion  too  far,  and  to  advance 
claims  to  the  possession  of  powers  which  no  legislative 
body,  whether  colonial  or  Imperial,  would  be  justified 
in  assuming,  and  which  could  not  be  constitutionally 
conferred  thereupon,  even  by  statute,  without  detriment 
to  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown.  The  only  safe  rule 
for  a  colonial  legislature,  in  the  definition  of  its  powers 
and  privileges,  is  never  to  attempt  to  exceed  those 
possessed  by  the  Imperial  house  of  commons  ;  whether 
or  not  any  such  restriction  has  been  directly  imposed 
by  Imperial  legislation. 

In  1883  the  colony  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  passed  an  act 
(No.  13)  ‘to  define  and  declare  the  powers  and  privileges  of  parlia¬ 
ment.’  By  section  7  of  this  act  ‘  each  house  of  parliament  ’  was 
empowered  to  punish  contempts  ‘  by  fine  or  fees  and  either  ’  ; 
whereas  the  Imperial  house  of  commons  has  not  claimed  or 
exercised  the  power  of  imposing  fines  for  upwards  of  two  hundred 
years. v 

Thus  in  1864  an  act  was  passed  by  the  legislature 
of  Lower  Canada,  and  assented  to  b}r  the  governor,  to 
provide  for  the  trial  by  a  select  committee  of  the 
assembly  of  controverted  elections.  This  act,  though 

u  Canada  Sess.  Pap.  1877,  No.  in  the  case  of  ex  parte  Dansereau; 
89,  pp.  202-211,  221.  And  see  S.  L.  C.  Jurist,  v.  19,  p.  210. 

Austral.  Pari.  Pap.  1877,  No.  92,  *  See  May,  Pari.  Prac.  ed.  1883, 

p.  6.  The  legality  of  the  Quebec  p.  114. 

.statute  (33  Vic.  c.  5)  was  established 
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otherwise  unobjectionable,  contained  a  clause  author¬ 
ising  committees  to  continue  their  investigations  after 
prorogation.  Now,  the  effect  of  a  prorogation  being 
to  put  an  end  to  every  proceeding  pending  in  parlia¬ 
ment — save  only  judicial  business  before  the  house  of 
lords — and  to  vacate  all  orders  of  either  house  not 
fully  executed/  it  is  highly  irregular  and  unconstitu¬ 
tional  for  a  branch  of  the  legislature  to  appoint  a 
committee  with  liberty  to  sit  during  the  recess  after 
prorogation.  Neither  would  it  be  consistent  with 
the  law  and  usage  of  parliament  to  sanction  such  a 
constitutional  innovation  by  statute.  The  attention  of 
the  Imperial  government  having  been  drawn  to  this 
enactment,  the  governor  was  directed  to  bring  it  under 
the  notice  of  the  Lower  Canada  assembly  as  being  an 
c  interference  with  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  prorogue  the 
parliament,  and  inconsistent  with  parliamentary  law  and 
usage  ’  ;  and  to  advise  the  repeal  of  the  clause  so  as  to 
save  the  act  from  disallowance .*  The  assembly  readily 
passed  a  bill  to  remove  this  objectionable  provision, 
but  it  was  amended  in  the  other  house  and  the  amend¬ 
ments  failed  to  receive  the  concurrence  of  the  assembly/ 
The  act  of  1834  was,  consequently,  disallowed  by  his 
Majesty  in  council  on  July  6,  1836. 

Through  ignorance  of  the  principle  which  forbids  such  a  pro¬ 
ceeding,  instances  have  occurred  wherein  certain  colonial  legislative 
chambers  have  given  permission  to  their  select  committees  to  con¬ 
tinue  sitting  after  the  prorogation  of  the  local  parliament.2 

The  legislatures  in  the  different  British  colonies 
wherein  parliamentary  government  is  established  are, 
as  a  rule,  composed  of  two  chambers.  The  only  ex- 

w  Hats.  Prec.  v.  2,  p.  335;  z  See  N.  Zealand  Leg.  Coun. 
Cushing,  Lex  Pari.  sec.  917  ;  May,  Jour.  Aug.  26,  I860  ;  and*.  Sept.  8, 
Pari.  Prac.  ed.  1883,  p.  49.  1882.  N.  Brunswick  Leg.  Coun. 

2  Lower  Can.  Assem.  Jour.  Jour.  1881,  p.  101.  But  see  Vic- 
1835-36,  p.  227.  toria  Pari.  Deb.  v.  34,  p.  31. 

y  lb.  p.  427. 
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ception  is  in  certain  of  tlie  provinces  which  are  com¬ 
prised  in  the  dominion  of  Canada ;  but  under  the 
Canadian  constitution  the  principal  questions  of  public 
policy  are  reserved  to  the  dominion  parliament,  and 
there  is  as  yet  no  instance  of  a  single  chamber  with 
full  parliamentary  powers  in  a  British  colony  under 
responsible  government.8.  In  view  of  the  limited  juris¬ 
diction  and  functions  of  these  legislative  bodies,  one 
chamber  has  been  accounted  sufficient  for  the  purposes 
of  legislation  in  the  provinces  of  Ontario, b  Manitoba,0 
British  Columbia, d  and  Hew  Brunswick.  In  Quebec, 
Nova  Scotia,  Newfoundland,  and  Prince  Edward  Island 
the  question  of  abolishing  the  second  chamber  has  also 
been  discussed  ;  but,  though  the  houses  of  assembly  in  all 
these  provinces  are  decidedly  in  favour  of  such  a  modi¬ 
fication  of  the  existing  constitution,  the  legislative 
councils  have  not,  except  in  the  case  of  Prince  Edward 
Island,  yet  concurred  in  this  opinion. 


In  the  colony  of  Newfoundland — which  is  not  included  in  the 
dominion  of  Canada— the  legislative  council  is  nominated  by  the 
Crown.  But  in  1881  a  bill  for  the  abolition  of  that  chamber  was 
passed  by  the  assembly  of  the  island. 

In  Nova  Scotia  in  1870  the  refusal  of  the  legislative  council  to 
concur  in  a  proposal  for  the  abolition  of  their  chamber e  led  the 
assembly  to  address  the  Queen  for  Imperial  legislation  to  give  effect 
to  the  wishes  of  the  assembly  in  this  particular.1'  This  occasioned 
correspondence  between  the  dominion  and  Imperial  governments.® 
On  April  12,  1881,  no  answer  having  been  meanwhile  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  assembly  to  their  address  to  the  Crown,  it  was  resolved 


a  Com.  Pap.  1882,  v.  47,  p.  369. 
b  So  provided  by  B.  N.  A.  act, 
1867,  sec.  69,  instead  of  the  Two 
Houses  in  the  old  Upper  Canada 
Legislature. 

0  Upper  house  abolished  by 
the  Manitoba  legislature,  in  1876, 
subsequent  to  confederation,  under 
the  authority  of  the  B.  N.  A.  act, 
sec.  92  (1). 

d  Legislative  council  under  the 
old  constitution,  which  included 


elective  and  non-elective  members, 
changed  into  a  legislative  assembly 
in  1871,  before  joining  the  dominion 
by  a  local  act,  passed  under  the 
authority  of  the  Imperial  act,  28  & 
29  Vic.  c  63,  sec.  5. 

6  N.  S.  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1879, 
pp.  46,  107. 

f  N.  S.  Assem.  Jour.  1879,  p. 
109. 

s  N.  S.  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1880, 

P-71. 
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by  that  house  that  the  government  be  authorised,  during  recess,  to 
correspond  with  the  governments  of  the  other  maritime  provinces 
with  a  view  to  concerted  action  for  the  abolition  of  the  legislative 
councils  of  the  several  provinces  of  Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick, 
and  Prince  Edward  Island.11  In  1882  a  legislative  council  aboli¬ 
tion  bill  was  introduced  into  the  legislative  council  of  Nova  Scotia, 
but  did  not  pass.  Meanwhile  the  governments  of  the  other  mari¬ 
time  provinces  had  expressed  their  desire  to  see  the  abolition  of 
their  legislative  councils  effected  by  constitutional  means  ;  but  the 
Imperial  secretary  of  state  had  disapproved  of  immediate  legislation 
on  this  question.1  On  March  17,  1883,  the  assembly  of  Nova 
Scotia  resolved  that  it  was  expedient  to  abolish  the  upper  chamber 
of  the  province  1  as  soon  as  can  be  done  consistently  with  the  exist¬ 
ing  laws  and  prerogatives  of  this  legislature.’  On  this  subject  see 
note,  ante,  p.  576. 

In  1881  a  bill  to  abolish  the  legislative  council  of  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  was  read  a  second  time  in  the  assembly  of  that  province,  but 
was  afterwards  dropped.  Another  bill  to  the  same  effect  had 
previously  passed  the  assembly,  but  was  rejected  in  the  upper 
housed  In  1882  the  subject  was  again  discussed  in  the  assembly, 
but  on  March  21  it  was  agreed  to  await  some  definite  expression  of 
policy  thereon,  on  the  part  of  the  provincial  administration.  In 
1883  the  New  Brunswick  assembly  passed  a  bill  to  authorise  the 
taking  of  a  vote  of  the  electors,  on  the  subject  of  vesting  all  legisla¬ 
tive  powers  in  the  house  of  assembly,  but  the  legislative  council  did 
not  agree  to  it.  In  1891,  however,  a  bill  was  passed  which 
abolished  the  upper  chamber. 

In  Prince  Edward  Island  bills  to  abolish  tlie  legisla¬ 
tive  council  were  passed  by  the  house  of  assembly  in 
1879,  1880,  and  in  1882,  but  they  were  all  rejected  by 
the  legislative  council.  In  1892  a  bill  was  passed,  but 
for  some  reason  failed  to  receive  the  royal  assent. 

In  small  communities,  and  in  provinces  where  the 
business  of  legislation  is  mainly  of  a  municipal  de¬ 
scription,  experience  lias  shown  that  two  chambers  are 
cumbrous,  and  needlessly  expensive.k  But,  in  colonies 


h  N.  S.  Assem.  Jour.  1881,  p.  76.  k  As  in  the  case  of  the  Leeward 
’  N.  S.  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1882,  Islands,  see  Hans.  Deb.  v.  206,  p. 
App.  No.  12.  1023.  And  see  Mr.  Kinnear’s  paper 

3  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  N.  Brunswick,  in  favour  of  a  single  chamber,  Fort. 
1881,  pp.  86-88,  94.  Rev.  v.  6,  N.S. 
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entrusted  with  the  powers  of  local  self-government,  and 
where  the  policy  of  administration,  as  well  as  the 
making  of  general  laws  for  the  welfare  and  good 
government  of  all  classes  in  the  community,  are  under 
the  control  of  a  local  legislature,  a  second  chamber  is 
a  necessary  institution.1  It  is  a  counterpoise  to  demo¬ 
cratic  ascendency  in  the  popular  and  most  powerful 
assembly,  it  affords  some  protection  against  hasty  and 
ill-considered  legislation  and  action,  and  serves  to  elicit 
the  sober  second  thought  of  the  people,  in  contradis¬ 
tinction  to  the  impulsive  first  thought  of  the  lower 
house.  These  great  benefits  of  a  second  chamber  are 
in  addition  to  the  advantages  derived  from  the  revision 
and  amendment  of  laws,  which  frequently  pass  through 
the  assembly  in  a  crude  and  defective  state.m  Mr.  E.  A. 
Freeman  is  of  opinion  that,  while  a  second  chamber  is 
always  valuable  in  checking  and  revising  the  acts  of 
the  other  house,  it  is  especially  indispensable  in  a  federal 
system,  because  it  is  capable  of  representing  therein 
the  wants  and  wishes  of  the  several  states  or  provinces 
included  in  the  confederation  in  their  separate  standing.11 

In  an  article  in  the  1  Victorian  Review  ’  (published  at  Mel¬ 
bourne)  for  April,  1880,  Earl  Grey  contends  for  the  abolition  of  the 
legislative  council  in  the  several  Australian  colonies,  and  for  the 
introduction  into  the  assembly  of  a  limited  number  of  1  life  mem¬ 
bers,’ to  be  chosen  by  the  ‘life,’  and  elected  members  of  the  house 
on  the  principle  of  the  ‘  cumulative  vote.’  He  also  proposes  to  give 
to  the  governor  (acting  on  ministerial  advice)  the  right  of  suggest- 


1  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p. 
29,  new  ed.  p.  39. 

m  In  addition  to  the  authorities 
in  favour  of  a  second  chamber,  cited 
in  the  preceding  reference,  see  Lecky 
in  N.  Am.  Eev.  v.  12G,  p.  71 ;  Helps, 
Thoughts  on  Government,  c.  4 ; 
Hearn,  Govt,  of  England,  p.  540; 
Fort.  Rev.  v.  20,  N.S.  ;  Bonamy 
Price  in  Cont.  Rev.  Dec.  1880,  p. 
942 ;  Mr.  E.  A.  Freeman,  ib.  Feb. 
1883  ;  Stockmar’s  Memoirs,  v.  2,  c. 


28 ;  Hans.  Deb.  on  S.  Africa  con¬ 
federation  bill,  April  23,  1877  ;  Re¬ 
port  of  debates  in  Pari,  of  Victoria 
in  1878,  on  Reform  of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  ;  Speeches  at  a  banquet  in 
London  to  the  premier  of  Queens¬ 
land,  on  April  7, 1880 ;  The  Colonies, 
April  17. 

n  Int.  Rev.  v.  3,  pp.  724,  741.  In 
regard  to  the  working  of  a  second 
chamber  in  the  American  Republic, 
see  Am.  Law  Rev.  Oct.  1869,  p.  18. 
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ing  amendments  to  bills  submitted  to  his  consideration  by  the  Advan- 
assembly.  The  selection  of  nominated  members  would,  Lord  Grey 
assumes,  rest  practically  with  ministers  under  ‘  responsible  govern-  Chaniber. 
ment,’  and  this  would  give  them  additional  and  much  needed 
strength  in  the  popular  chamber.0 

Under  parliamentary  government,  an  upper  chamber 
derives  peculiar  efficacy  and  importance  from  the  fact 
of  its  independent  position.  Free  from  the  trammels 
of  party  it  is  able  to  deliberate  upon  all  public  ques¬ 
tions  on  their  merits,  unrestrained  by  political  consider¬ 
ations,  which  are  too  apt  to  bias  the  judgment  of  every 
administration,  in  certain  contingencies.  For  the  same 
reason,  an  upper  chamber,  being  unable  to  determine 
the  fate  of  a  ministry,  is  ■  much  less  influenced  by  party 
combinations  and  intrigues  than  the  popular  assembly.11 
This  constitutes  the  special  value  of  an  upper  house, 
under  parliamentary  institutions.  But  ‘  while  the  upper 
chambers  of  all  constitutional  legislatures  recognise 
their  position  as  one  removing  them  entirely  from  party 
considerations,  and  as  designed  to  be  a  guard  against 
hasty  and  immature  legislation,  they  would  doubtless 
feel  it  to  be  their  duty  to  weigh  with  more  than  ordinary 
anxiety  and  care  the  explicit  declarations  of  public 
opinion,  when  deliberately  given  by  all  classes  of  the 
community  upon  any  measure,  after  the  period  of  ex¬ 
citement  which  might  have  given  rise  to  it  had  passed 
away.  When  such  a  spirit  pervades  the  upper  chamber, 
there  need  be  no  apprehension  of  a  conflict  between 
the  two  branches  composing  the  legislature.’11 


0  Victoria  Rev.  v.  1,  pp.  869-875. 
p  See  Tocld,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  pp. 
887,  398,  new  ed.  pp.  484,  496. 

q  Report  of  comme.  of  New  Zea¬ 
land  Leg.  Coun.  in  1868,  on  the 
powers  and  privileges  of  legislative 
councils  in  the  British  colonies. 
And  see  a  further  report  in  1869, 


which  cites  the  opinions  of  constitu¬ 
tional  authorities  on  the  subject. 
See  also  Earl  Grey’s  despatch  of 
Nov.  3,  1846,  to  Governor  Harvey, 
of  Nova  Scotia ;  and  the  Duke  of 
Newcastle’s  despatch,  dated  Feb.  14, 
1862,  to  Governor  Dundas,  of  Prince 
Edward  Island. 
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Constitu-  While  there  is  at  present  no  instance  of  a  single 

tion  of  the  in-  .  & 

two  cham-  chamber  with  full  parliamentary  powers  in  a  British 
colony  under  responsible  government,1-  the  two  legis¬ 
lative  chambers— which,  with  the  governor  who  repre¬ 
sents  the  Crown,  form  the  parliament  in  the  principal 
colonies  of  Great  Britain — are  not  invariably  con¬ 
stituted  upon  a  similar  basis.  With  a  common  design 
to  reproduce  in  the  colony  institutions  intended  to  re¬ 
semble  as  closely  as  possible  those  which  exist  in  the 
mother  country,  the  upper  chamber  is  in  some  colonies 
an  elective  body,  whilst  in  others  it  is  nominated  by  the 
Crown.  This  diversity  of  practice  is  not  based  upon 
any  definite  or  abstract  principle,  but  is  simply  owing 
to  the  prevailing  tone  of  popular  opinion  in  the  par¬ 
ticular  colony,  to  which  upon  this  question  the  Im¬ 
perial  government  has  invariably  deferred.8 

The  number  of  members  in  the  legislative  councils  in  Australia 
was  originally  fixed  at  from  one-half  to  one-third  of  the  number  of 
the  assembly.  Of  late  years  the  popular  branch  has  usually  become 
larger  in  proportion,  but  the  principle  of  the  original  rule  is  still 
adhered  to,  so  far  at  least  as  to  prevent  large  additions  to  nominated 
legislative  councils  for  party  purposes,  and  to  discredit  additions  to 
the  same  beyond  a  fixed  limit,  except  in  extreme  cases.* 

nated"  Tlms>  in  Canada,  the  senate  is  nominated  by  the 

elected  Crown  ;  but  a  senator  must  be  a  resident  in  the  pro¬ 
house.  vince  for  wllicl1  lie  appointed  ;  and  in  the  case  of 

Quebec  must  reside  or  possess  his  property  qualifica¬ 
tion  in  the  electoral  division  for  which  he  is  appointed.11 
The  members  require  to  be  of  the  age  of  thirty  years, 


r  Lord  Kimberley’s  Despatch  to 
Governor  of  Natal  of  Feb.  2,  1882, 
Com.  Pap.  1882,  v.  47,  p.  369. 

‘  For  discussion  of  comparative 
advantages  of  nominated  and  elec¬ 
tive  upper  chamber,  see  Vic.  Rev. 
v.  6,  p.  87. 

‘  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 


1866,  App.  No.  6;  ib.  1874,  p.  961; 
ib.  1876,  p.  1,005.  As  regards  New 
Zealand,  see  post,  p.  752.  As  re¬ 
gards  Victoria,  see  The  Colonies, 
May  28,  1881,  p.  7. 

u  B.  N.  A.  Act,  secs.  22,  23.  See 
Doutre,  Const,  of  Canada,  p.  77. 
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and  to  be  in  possession  of  real  or  personal  property  to 
tlie  extent  of  4,000  dollars.  In  New  South  Wales,  in 
Queensland,  and  in  New  Zealand  tlie  legislative  councils 
are  nominated  b}r  the  Crown,  and  no  qualification  is  re¬ 
quired  except  that  the  members  shall  be  British  sub¬ 
jects  and  not  under  twenty-one  years  of  age.  At  the 
Cape,  the  legislative  council  is  elected  by  the  same 
voters  as  the  house  of  assembly,  but  a  qualification  of 
2,000/.  real  or  4,000/.  personal  property  is  requisite  for 
a  seat  in  the  council.  In  South  Australia  the  legisla¬ 
tive  council  is  elected  by  the  whole  colony  voting  as 
one  district.  There  the  electors,  only,  must  have  a 
property  qualification,  freehold  of  50/.  or  leasehold  of 
20/.,  while  there  is  no  such  qualification  for  electors  as 
regards  the  house  of  assembly.  In  Victoria  the  legis¬ 
lative  council  members  are  elected  on  a  qualification  of 
100/.  in  real  property.  The  electors  are  also  required 
to  have  a  certain  amount  of  property  qualification — • 
property  of  the  rateable  value  of  25/.  per  annum,  or  of 
the  real  value  of  10/.  In  Tasmania  there  is  no  pro¬ 
perty  qualification  for  members  of  the  legislative 
council,  but  they  are  elected  by  owners  of  freehold  pro¬ 
perty  of  the  value  of  20/.  a  year,  or  leasehold  property 
of  the  value  of  80/.  So  that,  of  the  colonies  here  men¬ 
tioned,  the  leading  colonies  possessing  representative 
institutions,  there  are  four  in  which  members  of  the 
legislative  council  are  nominated  by  the  Crown,  namely, 
Canada,  New  South  Wales,  New  Zealand,  and  Queens¬ 
land  ;  there  are  two,  Victoria  and  the  Cape,  in  which 
they  are  elected  with  a  property  qualification  for  mem¬ 
bers  ;  and  there  are  two  in  which  they  are  also  elected 
with  a  property  qualification  for  electors,  but  wherein 
no  qualification  is  required  for  members  themselves, 
namely,  Tasmania  and  South  Australia.*  It  is  cus- 

a  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  29,  to  alter  the  tenure  of  upper  cham- 
p.  248.  See  further,  as  to  proposals  bers  in  the  colonies,  post,  p.  748. 
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tomary  to  provide — in  the  constitution  acts — in  regard 
to  life  members  of  the  upper  house,  that  they  shall  be 
permitted  to  resign  their  seats,  and  that  in  the  event  of 
their  failing  to  attend  parliament  for  two  successive 
sessions,  or  one  entire  session,  without  leave  of  the 
council — as  in  Victoria,  by  Imperial  act,  IS  &  19 
Vic.  c.  55,  sec.  24 — or  becoming  foreign  citizens  or 
subjects,  bankrupt,  insolvent,  or  public  defaulters,  or  be 
attainted  of  treason,  or  convicted  of  felony,  or  of  any 
infamous  crime,  their  seats  in  the  council  shall  thereby 
become  vacant.  Questions  arising  upon  vacancies  in 
the  upper  chamber  are  to  be  determined  by  the  house 
itselfV 

In  addition  to  the  above-mentioned  causes  of  disqualification  the 
New  Zealand  disqualification  act,  1878,  forbids  all  contractors  and 
civil  servants  (while  holding  office,  or  for  six  months  thereafter) 
from  being  summoned  to,  or  sitting  or  voting  in  the  legislative 
council  or  assembly.  And  no  ex-member  of  either  house  is  capable 
of  being  appointed  to  the  permanent  civil  service  within  twelve 
months  of  the  time  he  was  a  member.  The  procedure  to  be  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  legislative  council  upon  the  occurrence  of  either  of 
these  causes  of  disqualification  is  pointed  out  by  the  report  of  a 
committee  of  the  legislative  council  on  August  10,  1880,  which 
states  that  the  alleged  disqualification  having  been  ascertained  by 
inquiry  by  a  select  committee  and  affirmed  by  the  council,  the 
governor  should  be  notified  thereof  by  an  address.  This  report  was 
afterwards  agreed  to,  and  a  select  committee  appointed  to  inquire 
into  the  alleged  disqualification  of  one  of  the  members.  The  com¬ 
mittee  reported  that  the  disqualification  did  exist ;  this  report  was 
affirmed  on  August  25,  1880,  and  ordered  to  be  communicated  to 
the  governor. 

Contractors  had  previously  been  disqualified  in  New  Zealand 
by  an  act  passed  in  1870.  The  law  was  amended  in  1875,  1876, 
and  1877,  and  a  new  disqualification  act  substituted  for  it  in  1878. 


b  The  following  is  the  amount  of  sessional  indemnity  paid  to  members 
in  the  colonies  mentioned  Canada,  200?.,  or  $1,000°°,  and  mileage  ;  New 
bouth  Wales,  300?.  (Assembly) ;  New  Zealand,  Leg.  Council,  150/! ;  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  240?.  ;  Queensland,  150?.  and  mileage  ;  South  Australia,  200?. ; 
Victoria,  300?.  For  return  of  members  of  Imperial  House  of  Commons  in 
receipt  of  public  money,  see  Com.  Pap.  1803,  No.  245.  For  list  of  ex- 
ministers  pensioned,  ib.  No.  240. 
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By  the  Tasmania  act  of  1870,  No.  42,  which  made  the  legislative 
council  elective,  contractors  were  also  disqualified.  Also  in  Queens¬ 
land  by  the  local  constitution  act,  31  Vic.  c.  38,  sec.  6.c  The  same 
law  was  embodied  in  the  schedule  to  the  Imperial  act  18  &  19  Vic. 
c.  55,  sec.  25,  establishing  a  constitution  for  Victoria,  but  it  was 
repealed  and  re-enacted  with  more  stringent  provisions,  vacating, 
likewise,  the  seats  of  members  of  either  house  who  should  accept  of 
any  office  or  place  of  profit  under  the  Crown,  and  forbid  their 
re-election.11  These  restrictions,  of  course,  do  not  forbid  a  limited 
number  of  ministers  of  the  Crown  from  holding  seats  in  parliament. 
Note  a  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  in  equity  of  British  Columbia 
in  1880,  refusing  an  injunction  to  restrain  a  member  of  the  house 
and  of  the  local  cabinet  from  continuing  to  sit  without  re-election, 
he  having  undertaken  to  act  as  counsel  for  the  dominion  govern¬ 
ment  in  a  certain  case,  notwithstanding  restrictions  imposed  by 
the  local  ‘  independence  of  parliament’  act,  1875.  The  injunction 
was  refused  on  the  grounds  that  by  law  no  fee  was  ‘  attached  ’  or 
could  be  legally  demanded  by  a  lawyer  for  professional  services 
rendered.® 

In  Victoria,  in  1880,  upon  a  vacancy  occurring  under  the  con¬ 
stitution  act  in  the  legislative  council  by  the  non-attendance  of  a 
member  during  the  entire  (previous)  session,  the  president  of  the 
legislative  council — after  taking  legal  advice,  this  being  the  first 
occurrence  of  the  kind — himself  issued  a  writ,  during  recess,  for  the 
election  of  a  new  member,  and  reported  the  fact  to  the  council  on 
the  first  day  of  the  meeting  of  parliament/ 

So  freely  lias  the  principle  of  local  self-government 
been  conceded  in  regard  to  the  composition  and 
constitution  of  the  legislative  chambers,  that,  by  the 
British  North  America  act,  the  local  legislatures  in 
the  Canadian  provinces  are  empowered  to  amend 
their  constitutions  at  will,  except  as  regards  the  office 
of  lieutenant-governor, g  a  liberty  of  which  some  of  the 
provincial  legislatures  have,  as  above  mentioned,  already 
availed  themselves,  by  the  abolition  of  a  second  or 


c  But-  see  a  decision  of  judicial 
com.  of  privy  council  on  this  act, 
in  Miles  v.  Mcllwraith,  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.S.  v.  48,  p.  689. 

d  Victoria  Stat.  23  Vic.  No.  91, 
passed  in  1859. 


e  Br.  Columbia  Sess.  Pap.  1880, 
p.  429. 

f  Vic.  Leg.  Coun.  Votes  and 
Proc.  1880-81,  p.  14 ;  and  App.  A,  1. 
8  Br.  N.  Ain.  Act,  1867,  sec.  92. 
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upper  chamber,  and  other  provinces  have  from  time  to 
time  contemplated  a  similar  reform. 

But  whether  constituted  by  nomination  or  election, 
the  upper  house  in  every  British  colony  is  established 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  fulfilling  therein  4  the  legisla¬ 
tive  functions  of  the  house  of  lords,’  whilst  the  lower 
house  exercises  within  the  same  sphere  4  the  rights 
and  powers  of  the  house  of  commons.’11  It  is,  there¬ 
fore,  most  desirable  that  in  general  persons  should  be 
chosen  as  members  of  an  upper  legislative  chamber 
who  already  possess  some  measure  of  parliamentary 
experience  and  ability,  besides  being  otherwise  quali¬ 
fied  for  such  honourable  service. 

It  is  only  as  a  legislative  body  that  the  upper  house 
in  any  colony  can  claim  identity  with  the  house  of 
lords.  No  kindred  institution  created  by  statute  can 
be  the  counterpart  of  that  august  and  venerable 
chamber,  either  in  respect  to  its  unique  position  in 
the  English  political  system,  or  in  the  dignity  and 
eminent  personal  qualities  for  which  its  individual 
members  are  usually  conspicuous.  The  adoption  by  a 
colonial  upper  chamber  of  the  peculiar  forms  of  parlia¬ 
mentary  procedure  which  regulate  the  practice  of  the 
house  of  lords,  is  indeed  a  suitable  method  of  marking 
a  difference  between  themselves  and  the  popular 
branch.  But  in  no  other  way  should  a  colonial  senate 
or  legislative  council  invite  a  comparison  between 
themselves  and  the  time-honoured  hereditary  house  of 
peers.  It  is  in  order  to  discountenance  such  preten¬ 
sions,  and  to  assign  to  the  upper  house  in  a  colonial  sys¬ 
tem  its  true  place  as  exclusively  a  legislative  institution, 
and  not  as  an  aristocratic  body  clothed  with  personal 
privileges,  that  the  Imperial  parliament  has  pointed  to 
4  the  commons  house  of  parliament  of  the  United  Kino-- 

<D 


h  See  ante ,  p.  84. 
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dom,  as  being  equally  tlie  example  to  the  senate  or 
legislative  council,  as  well  as  to  the  representative 
assembly,  of  the  proper  extent  and  limitation  of  the  De«»e<i 
pin ileges,  immunities,  and  powers  to  be  defined  on  Vstatute' 

behalf  of  each  house  by  a  statute  to  be  locally  passed 
lor  that  purpose.1 

Pursuant  to  such  Imperial  statutes,  which  authorise 
certain  colonial  legislatures,  under  an  express  limita¬ 
tion,  to  define  their  own  powers  and  privileges  by  an 
act  to  be  passed  for  that  purpose, j  the  parliaments  of 
A  ew  Zealand  and  of  Canada  have  severally  legislated 
so  as  to  confer  upon  both  their  legislative  chambers 
the  like  privileges,  immunities,  and  powers  ’  as  were 
actually  4  enjoyed  and  exercised  by  the  commons  house 
of  parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom.’ 

In  the  case  of  New  Zealand,  the  law  was  qualified  bv 
the  addition  of  the  words,  4  so  far  as  the  same  are  not 
inconsistent  with  or  repugnant  to  ’  the  4  constitutional 
act  ’  of  the  colony, k  a  proviso  which  does  not  appear  in 
the  Canadian  statute.1  The  addition  of  this  proviso, 
how  e\  ei ,  does  not  materially  affect  the  question  in  its 
constitutional  aspect. 

But  neither  the  New  Zealand  nor  the  Canadian  law^s  Rights  of 
can  be  so  construed  as  to  warrant  a  claim  by  the  upper  both 
chambers  of  either  parliament  to  equal  rights  in  sS" 
matters  of  aid  and  supply  to  those  which  are  4  enjoyed 
and  exercised  by  the  commons  house  of  parliament  of 
the  United  Kingdom’;  for  such  a  claim,  if  insisted 
upon,  would,  to  a  like  extent,  derogate  from  and 
diminish  the  constitutional  rights  of  the  representative 
chamber. 


The  Victoria  constitution  act,  1855,  sec.  56,  and 
the  Biitisli  Koitli  America  act,  1867,  sec.  53,  severally 


1  Br.  N.  Am.  Act,  1867,  sec.  18. 
J  See  ante,  p.  688. 
k  New  Zealand  Parliamentary 


Privileges  Act,  1865,  No.  13,  sec.  4. 
1  Canada  Stats.  1868,  c.  23. 
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declare  that  4  bills  for  appropriating  any  part  of  the 
public  revenue,  or  for  imposing  any  tax  or  impost, 
shall  originate  in  the  [assembly  or]  house  of  com¬ 
mons.’  No  further  definition  of  the  relative  powers 
of  the  two  houses  is  ordinarily  made  by  any  statute ; 
but  constitutional  practice  goes  much  farther  than  this. 
It  j  ustifies  the  claim  of  the  Imperial  house  of  commons 
(and  by  parity  of  reasoning,  of  all  representative  cham¬ 
bers  framed  after  the  model  of  that  house)  to  a  general 
control  over  public  revenue  and  expenditure — a  control 
which  has  been  authoritatively  defined  in  the  following 
words  : — 4  All  aids  and  supplies,  and  aids  to  his  Majesty 
in  parliament,  are  the  sole  gift  of  the  commons,  and  it 
is  the  undoubted  and  sole  right  of  the  commons  to 
direct,  limit,  and  appoint  in  such  bills  the  ends,  pur¬ 
poses,  considerations,  conditions,  limitations,  and  quali¬ 
fications  of  such  grants,  which  ought  not  to  be  changed 
or  altered  by  the  house  of  lords' m 

This  parliamentary  principle,  moreover,  has  been 
generally,  if  not  universally,  admitted  in  all  self-govern¬ 
ing  British  colonies  by  the  adoption  in  both  legislative 
chambers  of  standing  orders  which  refer  to  the  rules, 
forms,  usages,  and  practices  of  the  Imperial  parliament 
as  the  guide  to  each  house  in  cases  unprovided  for  by 
local  regulations. 

O 

An  able  and  thoughtful  colonist  in  Australia  (Mr.  J.  E.  Fitz¬ 
gerald,  C.M.G.,  controller  and  auditor-general,  New  Zealand)  has 
proposed  an  ingenious  method  of  improving  the  composition  of  the 
second  or  upper  chamber  in  the  colonies.  He  starts  with  the 
assumptions — which  are  abundantly  confirmed  by  colonial  experi¬ 
ence — that  an  upper  house  is  desirable  ;  that  it  should  be  inde¬ 
pendent  of  party  ;  that  its  duty  should  be  to  criticise  and  revise 
the  legislation  of  the  popular  branch,  and  to  delay  great  constitu¬ 
tional  changes  in  the  law  until  the  will  of  the  people  has  been 
permanently  and  conclusively  ascertained  ;  that  it  should  be  pre- 


m  Resol.  House  of  Commons,  July  3,  1G78.  And  see  Todd,  Pari 
Govt.  v.  1 ,  p.  458,  new  ed.  p.  808. 
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eminently  a  popular  body,  consisting  only  of  men  who  have  received 
the  continued  confidence  and  respect  of  the  people,  by  past  services 
m  some  established  capacity,  whether  political,  administrative 
legal,  commercial,  educational,  scientific,  or  military  ;  that  it  should 
embrace  representatives  of  the  several  classes  into  which  society 
naturally  divides  itself,  and  of  all  who  are  leading  and  guidino-  the 
thought  of  their  country  and  their  time.  Out  of  men  possessing 
such  qualifications  an  electoral  college  should  be  formed  ;  and  on 
any  vacancy  occurring  in  the  upper  house  the  electoral  college 
(like  the  peers  of  Ireland)  should  choose  one  of  their  own  number 
to  fill  the  vacancy.  The  upper  chamber  to  consist  of  a  limited 
number  of  members,  sitting  only  for  a  definite  term-  of  years,  but 
capable  of  re-election.  Out  of  such  materials  a  political  aristo¬ 
cracy  might  be  formed,  which  would  consist  of  men  who  were  not 
of  accidental  or  artificial  pre-eminence,  but  who  had  achieved 
their  position  by  labour,  study,  ability,  and  honesty,  and  who  had 
previously  won  the  confidence  and  esteem  of  their  fellow  citizens. 
Their  functions,  as  an  upper  house,  would  be  necessarily  and 
deservedly  exalted,  for  they  would  constitute  a  court  of  appeal  from 
the  immediate  representatives  of  the  people,  and  if  not  selected  out 
of  the  best  material  ought  not  to  occupy  such  an  influential  and 
powerful  place.  Such  a  body  would  be  independent  of  party  con¬ 
siderations,  and  well  qualified  to  fulfil  the  appropriate  functions  of 
an  upper  chamber.0 

In  1854  a  difference  arose  between  the  two  houses  of  the  New 
Zealand  legislature,  as  to  the  statutory  right  of  the  legislative 
council  to  amend  bills  of  supply.  Although  the  original  constitu¬ 
tion  was  silent  upon  this  point,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies  was  of  opinion  from  the  first  that  the  Imperial  practice 
should,  by  analogy,  prevail."  The  difference  was  disposed  of  for  a 
time,  but  was  again  revived  in  1872,  when  the  council  contended 
that  the  New  Zealand  ‘parliamentary  privileges  act  of  1865 ’p  had 
placed  both  houses  upon  an  equal  footing  in  respect  to  money  bills, 
and  empowered  them  to  amend  such  bills  as  freely  as  other 
measures.  The  assembly  resented  this  pretension,  as  being  an  un¬ 
constitutional  encroachment  upon  their  peculiar  privileges.  Unable 
to  agree,  by  mutual  consent  a  case  was  prepared  for  the  opinion  of 
the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  England,  which  was  forwarded  to 
her  Majesty’s  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  by  the  governor. 


n  See  his  paper  in  the  Vic.  0  Rusien,  Hist,  of  N.  Zealand 
Rev.  Oct.  1882,  p.  640.  See  also  v.  1,  p.  553 ;  v.  2,  p.  157. 

Mr.  Napier’s  paper  on  Colonial  »  See  ante ,  p.  705. 
Democracies,  ib.  1882. 
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In  due  course  a  reply  was  received  from  these  eminent  legal 
functionaries,  which  was  transmitted  to  the  governor  for  the 
information  of  the  colonial  legislature,  and  is  as  follows  i  : — 


The  Law  Officers  of  the  Crown  to  the  Earl  of  Kimberley. 

.  Temple  :  June  18,  1872. 

My  Lord, — We  are  honoured  with  your  lordship’s  commands 
signified  in  Mr.  Holland’s  letter  of  the  12th  instant,  stating  that  he 
was  directed  by  your  lordship  to  acquaint  us  that  a  difference  having- 
arisen  between  the  legislative  council  and  house  of  assembly  of 
New  Zealand  concerning  certain  points  of  law  and  privilege,  it  was 
agreed  that  the  questions  in  dispute  should  be  referred  for  the 
opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  England. 

That  he  (Mr.  Holland)  was  accordingly  to  request  us  to  favour 
your  lordship  with  our  opinion  upon  the  accompanying  case,  which 
had  been  prepared  by  the  managers  of  both  houses. 

In  obedience  to  your  lordship’s  commands,  we  have  the  honour 
to  report — 

(1)  We  are  of  opinion  that,  independently  of  ‘the  parliamen¬ 
tary  privileges  act,  1865,’  the  legislative  council  was  not  consti¬ 
tutionally  justified  in  amending  ‘  the  payments  to  provinces  bill, 
1871,’  by  striking  out  the  disputed  clause  28.  We  think  the  bill 
was  a  money  bill,  and  such  a  bill  as  the  house  of  commons  in  this 
country  would  not  have  allowed  to  be  amended  by  the  house  of 
lords  ;  and  that  the  limitation  proposed  to  be  placed  by  the  legis¬ 
lative  council  on  bills  of  aid  or  supply  is  too  narrow,  and  would  not 
be  recognised  by  the  house  of  commons  in  England. 

(2)  We  are  of  opinion  that  ‘  the  parliamentary  privileges  act, 
1865,’  does  not  confer  on  the  legislative  council  any  larger  powers 
in  this  respect  than  it  would  otherwise  have  possessed.  We  think 
that  this  act  was  not  intended  to  affect,  and  did  not  affect,  the 
legislative  powers  of  either  house  of  the  legislature  in  New 
Zealand. 

(3)  We  think  that  the  claims  of  the  house  of  representatives, 

contained  in  their  message  to  the  legislative  council,  are  well 
founded  ;  subject,  of  course,  to  the  limitation  that  the  legislative 
council  have  a  perfect  right  to  reject  any  bill  passed  by  the  house 
of  representatives  having  for  its  object  to  vary  the  management 
or  appropriation  of  money  prescribed  by  an  act  of  the  previous 
session.  We  have,  Ac., 

J.  D.  Coleridge. 

G.  Jessel. 

The  Right  Hon.  the  Earl  of  Kimberley. 


i  Rusden,  Hist,  of  N.  Zealand,  v.  3,  p.  8 ;  N.  Z.  Assem.  Pap.  1872,  App.  A, 
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This  opinion  is  a  direct  and  unimpeachable  settlement  of  the 
point  at  issue,  and  one  that  is  equally  applicable  in  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  Canadian  statute  of  1868,  c.  23. r 

A  new  parliamentary  privileges  bill  was  introduced  in  New 
Zealand  in  1881,  and  again  in  1883,  but  it  failed  to  pass,  because 
the  legislative  council,  while  no  longer  insisting  on  the  claim  they 
had  made  in  1871  in  respect  to  money  bills,  were  of  opinion  that  it 
was  ‘  not  expedient  to  attempt  to  fix  by  statute  the  legal  relations 
of  the  two  houses  in  reference  to  money  bills  ;  ’  they  preferred  to 
rely  for  a  guide  on  the  practice  and  precedents  of  the  Imperial 
parliament,  which  are  now  the  recognised  authority.15  In  the 
previous  year  the  assembly  (as  advised  by  the  then  premier,  Mr. 
Hall)  had  evinced  a  special  recognition  of  the  legislative  rights  of  the 
upper  chamber  by  giving  effect  to  resolutions  for  the  general  reduc¬ 
tion  of  salaries  by  ten  per  cent.,  by  means  of  a  separate  bill,  instead 
of  including  the  same  in  the  appropriation  bill.*  In  1882  a  dispute 
between  the  two  houses  as  to  the  regularity  of  an  amendment  by 
the  council  to  a  pensions  bill  was  referred  to  the  decision  of  Sir  E 
May,  who,  in  reply,  confined  himself  to  stating  the  Imperial  practice 
in  such  cases.11 

Tlie  relative  rights  of  both  houses  in  matters  of  aid 
and  supply  must  be  determined,  in  every  British  colony, 
by  the  ascertained  rules  of  British  constitutional  prac¬ 
tice.  The  local  acts  upon  the  subject  must  be  construed 
in  conformity  with  that  practice  wherever  the  Imperial 
polity  is  the  accepted  guide.  A  claim  on  the  part  of  a 
colonial  upper  chamber  to  the  possession  of  equal  rights 
with  the  assembly  to  amend  a  money  bill  would  be 
inconsistent  with  the  ancient  and  undeniable  control 
which  is  exercised  by  the  Imperial  house  of  commons 
over  all  financial  measures.  It  is,  therefore,  impossible 


No.  1,  b.  p.  6.  And  see  N&w  Zealand 
Pari.  Deb.  Sept.  3,  1872. 

r  Mr.  Nowell,  in  his  work  on 
the  Relations  between  the  Two 
Houses  of  Parliament  in  Tasmania 
and  South  Australia,  p.  83,  queries 
this  act  for  that  of  1867  ;  he  does 
not  seem  to  be  aware  that  the 
author  is  citing  the  privileges  act 


of  1868,  and  not  the  British  North 
America  act  of  1867  ! 

s  N.  Zealand  Leg.  Coun.  Jnls. 
1881,  p.  208;  and  see  N.  Z.  Pari. 
Deb.  v.  44,  p.  148. 

1  Rusden,  Hist,  of  N.  Zealand, 
v.  3,  p.  350. 

u  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1882, 
App.  A,  9. 
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to  concede  to  an  upper  chamber  the  right  of  amending 
a  money  bill  upon  the  mere  authority  of  a  local  statute, 
when  such  act  admits  of  being  construed  in  accordance 
with  the  well-understood  laws  and  usages  of  the 
Imperial  parliament/ 

Mr.  E.  C.  Nowell,  clerk  of  councils,  Tasmania,  takes  exception 
to  the  author’s  conclusion  on  this  point,  claiming  that  the  relations 
between  the  two  chambers  in  the  colonies  differ  from  those  of  the 
Imperial  parliament,  inasmuch  as  the  privileges  of  the  houses  in 
England  are  by  prescription,  while  those  in  the  colonies  are  by 
statute.  ‘  Both  houses  in  the  colonies  are,  in  fact,  houses  of 
commons,  only  that  the  one  is  not  empowered  to  originate  money 
votes.’  x 

In  Queensland,  on  July  9,  1874,  the  president  of  the  legislative 
council  decided  that,  under  the  second  clause  of  ‘  the  constitution  act,’ 
it  was  competent  for  the  council  to  deal  with  the  ‘  customs  duties 
interpretation  bill  ’  in  any  way  it  thought  fit.  The  bill  was 
amended,  and  then  dropped.  But  in  1877  the  legislative  council 
admitted  ‘  that  in  the  practical  working  of  the  constitution,  in  this 
colony,  the  tacit  arrangement  existing  between  the  houses  of  lords 
and  commons  in  the  Imperial  parliament  has  been  acquiesced  in  by 
this  legislature.’ y  ' 

In  certain  British  colonies — as,  for  example,  in  South 
Australia,  Tasmania,  Victoria,  and  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope  the  legislative  council  is  elective,  whilst  gene¬ 
rally  the  system  of  nomination  prevails.  The  elective 
councils  have  plausibly  urged  that — in  accordance  with 
the  practice  in  the  United  States,  where,  in  congress 
and  in  the  different  state  legislatures,  while  the  consti¬ 
tution  requires  that  tax  bills  shall  originate  in  the  lower 


v  See,  to  the  same  effect,  the  de¬ 
spatch  of  the  colonial  secretary  to 
the  governor  of  New  Zealand,  of 
March  25,  1855,  before  the  passing 
°f  the  Parliamentary  Privileges 
A.ct;  Com.  Pap.  1860,  v.  46,  p.  466. 
I  or  a  statement  of  the  respective 
constitutional  rights  of  the  two 
houses  in  matters  of  supply,  see  a 
report  of  a  committee  of  the  Leg. 


Assem.  of  Victoria,  on  Oct.  30, 1877  ; 
Votes  and  Proceed.  L.  A.  Vic. 
1877-78,  v.  1,  pp.  192,  251. 

x  Nowell,  Relations  between 
Houses  of  Pari,  in  Tasmania  and 
S.  Australia,  p.  86.  8vo.  Tasmania  : 
1890. 

y  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 
1877,  p.  193.  And  see  post,  p.  522. 
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branch,  it  is  customary  to  provide  that  the  senate  or 
first  branch  may  concur  therein  with  amendments,  as 
in  other  bills  z — they  ought  to  be  at  liberty  to  propose 
amendments  to  bills  of  supply.  In  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope  no  alteration  by  the  legislative  council  of  a 
money  bill,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  privileges  of 
the  assembly,  is  permitted  by  that  housed  In  South 
Australia  and  in  Tasmania  this  claim  has  been  partially 
allowed  by  the  lotver  house  ;  but  in  Victoria  the  strictest 
limitation  of  the  powders  of  the  upper  chamber  has  been 
insisted  upon  (as  vullbe  presently  shown),  in  conformity 
with  the  constitutional  practice  of  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment. 

In  South  Australia  the  legislative  council  has  denied 

O 

to  the  assembly  any  exclusive  rights  over  money  bills 
- — except  the  right  of  originating  such  measures — 
upon  the  ground  that  they  were  as  much  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  people  as  the  other  chamber.15  But  in 
November  1857  both  houses  came  to  an  agreement 
by  which  the  right  of  making  certain  amendments  to 
supply  and  tax  bills — though  not  to  the  money  clauses 
therein — was  acknowledged.  It  was  further  under¬ 
stood  that  the  legislative  council  might  offer  suggestions 
for  the  amendment  of  such  parts  of  supply  or  tax  bills 
as  dealt  with  money  or  taxation.  This  arrangement 
was  afterwards  carried  out,  at  least  for  a  number  of 
years,  with  mutual  satisfaction.0 

In  the  session  of  1876  the  legislative  council  of  South  Australia 
suggested  that  the  assembly  should  strike  out  from  a  public  pur- 


2  Cushing,  Lex  Parliamentaria  ib.  pp.  160,  181.  Ib.  1877  (Assem. 
Americana,  p.  891.  Pap.),  No.  92.  In  1879  a  deadlock 

a  Cape  Assem.  Votes,  Sept.  10,  was  threatened  between  the  two 
1879.  houses,  owing  to  the  rejection  by 

b  See  South  Austral.  Pari.  Proc.  the  council  of  bills  passed  by  the 

1857-58,  v.  1,  passim,  v.  2,  Nos.  71  assembly  (The  Colonies,  Aug.  30, 

and  101.  1879,  p.  6),  but  happily  it  was  re- 

1  South  Austral.  Pari.  Proc.  1874,  moved, 
v.  1,  pp.  27,  33,  51.  Assem.  Votes, 
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poses  loan  bill  items  amounting  to  about  125,000/.,  for  certain  local 
improvements,  but  the  assembly  refused  to  concur  in  this  sugges¬ 
tion.  The  legislative  council,  by  a  bare  majority  of  one,  decided 
not  to  withdraw  their  suggested  amendments,  and  the  bill  was 
dropped.  Whereupon  the  government  introduced  another  bill,  from 
which  they  omitted  the  items  objected  to  by  the  council ;  and  this 
bill  was  passed,  without  difficulty,  by  both  houses. d 

In  1877,  however,  a  more  serious  disagreement  occurred  in  this 
colony.  On  June  12  inquiry  was  made  of  ministers  in  the  legis- 
ative  council  m  regard  to  certain  rumoured  preparations  for  the 
erection  of  new  parliament  buildings.  In  reply,  the  council  was 
informed  that  the  government  contemplated  the  building  of  a  new 
chamber,  as  part  of  a  proposed  design  for  the  better  caccommoda- 
tion  ot  both  houses,  but  that  no  money  had  yet  been  voted  for  the 
purpose. 

Upon  which,  on  July  5,  the  legislative  council  resolved  that  the 
action  of  government,  in  deciding  upon  a  site,  and  commencing  to 
build  new  houses  of  parliament,  without  the  (previous)  sanction  of 
both  branches  of  the  legislature  is  unconstitutional,  and  does  not 
meet  with  the  approval  of  this  council. 

A  private  member  then  gave  notice  of  a  motion  for  an  address 
to  the  administrator  of  the  government  to  represent  the  right  of  the 
legislative  council  to  be  consulted  on  this  subject.  Sir  Henry  Ayers 
(chief  secretary  and  leader  of  the  government  in  this  house)  then 
gave  notice  of  a  motion  to  resolve  that  it  is  desirable  to  proceed 
immediately  with  the  erection  of  the  new  assembly  chamber. 

On  July  25,  before  the  afore-mentioned  notices  were  discussed, 
i  was  resolved  that  the  chief  secretary,  by  ignoring  the  constitu¬ 
tional  rights  of  this  council,  and  by  his  conduct  generally  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  proposed  new  parliament  buildings,  has  lost  the  confidence 
ot  this  council. 

On  July  31  in  amendment  to  a  motion  by  the  chief  secretary, 
that  the  council,  at  its  rising,  should  adjourn  to  -the  following  day 
it  was  resolved,  that  this  house  would  not  proceed  to  business  so 
ong  as  the  government  is  represented  in  the  chamber  by  a  mem¬ 
ber  m  whom  it  had  no  confidence  ;  and  therefore  that  business 
be  postponed  for  a  week,  to  afford  the  ministry  an  opportunity 
of  changing  their  representative.  No  such  change  having  taken 
place,  further  adjournments  were  made,  for  a  week  at  a  time,  until 
August  28. 

On  that  day  a  motion  to  resolve,  that  the  council  insists  upon 


d  South  Austral.  Pari.  Proc.  1876, 
newspaper,  Jail.  20,  1877,  p.  2. 


pp.  125-128,  131;  The  Colonies, 
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its  rights  to  be  forthwith  consulted  upon  the  necessity  and  expedi¬ 
ency  of  building  new  houses  of  parliament  at  the  present  time, 
was  negatived  upon  the  previous  question.  The  council  then 
adjourned. 

On  August  29  it  was  resolved,  that  this  council,  while  objecting 
to  the  leadership  of  the  present  chief  secretary,  will  proceed  with 
business,  and  directs  that  all  pyblic  bills  received  from  the  assembly 
be  placed  in  charge  of  the  Hon.  William  Morgan,  a  private  member 
of  the  house.  The  council  then  adjourned  until  September  4,  and 
after  watds  until  September  11,  and  September  18,  doing  some  busi¬ 
ness  at  each  sitting. 

The  chief  secretary  denied  the  right  of  the  legislative  council 
to  take  the  conduct  of  public  business  out  of  his  hands  without  the 
consent  of  the  governor;  but  the  speaker,  on  September  18,  pre¬ 
sented  a  written  statement,  confirmatory  of  a  previous  ruling,  justi¬ 
fying  this  proceeding,  after  which  Mr.  Morgan  assumed  the  leadership. 
The  council  then  adjourned  until  September  25. 

On  September  2i  it  was  moved  that  an  address  of  remonstrance 
be  presented  to  the  administrator  of  the  government.  But,  being 
a  complicated  question,  it  was  resolved  to  consider  this  motion  in 
separate  paragraphs.  On  October  4  the  address  was  agreed  to,  and 
ordered  to  be  presented  to  the  governor  (meanwhile,  on  October  3, 
the  house  was  informed  that  Sir  William  Jervois  had  been  ap¬ 
pointed  governor).  It  represented  that  ministers  had  begun  to 
erect  new  parliament  buildings,  pursuant  to  a  resolution  of  the 
house  of  assembly,  passed  October  13,  1876,  but  without  the  neces¬ 
sary  appropriation  for  such  an  expenditure,  as  required  by  the  con¬ 
stitution  act.  The  works  were  afterwards  stopped  ;  but  the  assembly, 
on  June  13,  1877,  had  resolved  that  they  ought  to  be  immediately 
resumed,  which  was  done  accordingly,  though  no  money  had  yet 
been  voted,  nor  had  the  consent  of  the  council  been  given  to  this 
expenditure.  So  far  back  as  in  1864  the  council  had  addressed  the 
governor,  asserting  its  equal  constitutional  right  with  the  assembly 
to  be  consulted  upon,  and  to  give  or  withhold  its  approval  to,  every 
grant  or  appropriation  of  public  money.  In  reply,  Governor  Daly 
had  endorsed  this  principle,  and  expressed  his  desire  to  conform  the 
colonial  practice  as  far  as  possible  to  that  of  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment,  by  substituting  supply  bills  for  resolutions  of  the  assembly, 
which  heretofore  had  been  deemed  a  sufficient  warrant  for  public 
expenditure. 

The  address  proceeded  to  recite  the  resolutions  previously  passed 
by  the  council  on  this  question,  and  in  regard  to  the  ‘  defiant  and 
discourteous  ’  action  of  the  leader  of  the  government  in  the  council 
above-mentioned.  It  stated  their  willingness  to  proceed  with  all 
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pressing  legislation,  provided  that  the  business  before  the  council 
should  be  in  charge  of  a  leader  in  whom  they  had  confidence. 

Furthermore,  they  called  the  attention  of  the  governor  to  cer¬ 
tain  proceedings  in  the  assembly  which  showed  that  ministers 
denied  the  right  of  the  council  to  determine  who  should  act  as 
leader  of  the  house. 

The  council  had  thus  far  refrained  from  expressing  a  want  of 
confidence  in  the  whole  ministry,  but  they  now  submitted  that  the 
premier  could  not  continue  to  treat  with  indifference  the  want  of 
confidence  the  council  had  expressed  in  the  chief  secretary  without 
detriment  to  the  public  interests,  and  great  injury  to  the  working 
of  responsible  government.  Apprehending  that  the  ministerial 
policy  tended  to  the  complete  subordination  of  the  council  to  the 
assembly,  and  to  bring  about  a  collision  between  the  two  houses, 
thereby  coercing  the  council  with  the  weight  of  the  assembly’s 
authority,  they  concluded  by  requesting  the  governor  to  take  such 
steps  as  he  might  deem  expedient  in  the  present  crisis. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  this  address  on  October  9,  the  governor 
promised  that  the  important  questions  referred  to  therein  should 
receive  his  best  attention.  Upon  October  23  the  governor  sent 
down  a  formal  reply.  He  assured  the  council  of  his  earnest  desire 
to  preserve  inviolate  their  constitutional  rights  and  privileges,  but 
expressed  his  disapproval  of  their  action  in  taking  the  conduct  of 
public  business  from  a  minister  of  the  Crown  and  placing  it  in  the 
hands  of  a  private  member.  This  step  he  regarded  as  ‘  opposed  to 
parliamentary  practice,  and  detrimental  to  the  privileges  of  the 
Crown,  as  wrell  as  to  the  integrity  of  parliamentary  procedure.’ 
Ministers  had  assured  him  of  their  sincere  desire  to  avoid  a  collision 
between  the  two  houses,  that  their  policy  had  no  tendency  to 
subordinate  the  legislative  council  to  the  assembly,  and  that  they 
felt  it  to  be  not  only  their  interest  but  their  paramount  duty  to  use 
all  legitimate  means  to  promote  harmony  between  both  houses. 
They  had,  accordingly,  stopped  the  progress  of  the  works  objected 
to,  and  would  incur  no  further  expenditure  thereon  until  due  pro¬ 
vision  had  been  made  by  parliament. 

Meanwhile,  the  house  of  assembly  had  taken  up  the  question. 
On  October  17  the  assembly  resolved  that  this  house  disapproves  of 
the  action  of  the  ministry  in  the  conduct  of  its  business,  as  need¬ 
lessly  tending  to  provoke  a  collision  between  the  two  houses  of 
parliament.®  This  vote  led  to  the  resignation  of  ministers,  which 


e  This  resolution  was  passed  by  upon  the  principle  ‘  that  when,  on  a 
the  casting  vote  of  the  speaker,  vote  of  want  of  confidence,  a  minis- 
without  expressing  any  opinion,  try  do  not  command  a  majority,  it 
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took  place  on  October  23 — the  very  day  on  which  the  governor’s 
message  in  reply  to  the  address  of  the  legislative  council  was  com¬ 
municated  to  that  body. 

On  October  30  both  houses  met,  and  the  new  ministry  appeared 
in  their  places/  The  office  of  chief  secretary  had  been  conferred 
upon  Mr.  Morgan,  the  person  who,  whilst  merely  a  private  member, 
had  been  charged  by  the  legislative  council  to  act  as  leader  of  the 
house,  instead  of  Sir  Henry  Ayers.  A  notice  had  been  put  upon 
the  council  paper  for  the  adoption  of  a  further  resolution  justifying 
the  action  of  the  council  in  the  matter  of  the  leadership,  and 
expressing  regret  that  ministers  had  advised  the  governor  to  dis¬ 
approve  of  the  same.  But  on  November  13  this  intended  motion 
was,  by  leave,  withdrawn. 

On  November  6,  in  the  house  of  assembly,  an  item  in  the  esti¬ 
mates  for  a  vote  of  10,000/.  towards  the  new  parliament  buildings 
was  struck  out  on  motion  of  a  minister  of  the  Crown.  And  on 
November  8  a  government  bill  was  introduced  to  authorise  the 
construction  of  new  parliament  buildings.  On  November  15  this 
bill  was  passed  and  sent  up  for  the  concurrence  of  the  legislative 
council. 

On  November  27,  in  amendment  to  a  motion  for  the  second 
reading  of  the  new  parliament  buildings  bill,  the  council  resolved 
that  the  bill  be  not  proceeded  with,  but  that  the  governor  be  re¬ 
quested  to  appoint  a  commission  to  inquire  into  and  report  upon  the 
necessity  for  the  proposed  new  buildings.  Two  days  after,  how¬ 
ever,  on  motion  of  the  chief  secretary  (Mr.  Morgan),  this  resolution 
was  rescinded,  and  the  parliament  buildings  bill  read  a  second  time. 
It  was  afterwards  passed  with  an  amendment  which  was  amended 
by  the  assembly.  The  council  agreed  to  this  amendment,  and  the 
bill  became  law. 

Thus  the  protracted  difficulties  between  the  two  houses,  upon 
this  question  of  supply,  were  brought  to  a  happy  termination.  The 
governor,  in  his  speech  on  proroguing  parliament  on  December  21, 
congratulated  both  houses  that,  by  the  exercise  of  a  spirit  of  con- 
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is  the  duty  of  the  speaker  to  vote 
with  the  ayes.’  Votes  of  Assembly, 
South  Australia,  1877,  p.  236.  And 
ib.  1871,  p.  226.  But  this  conclu¬ 
sion  differs  from  the  opinion  and 
practice  of  other  authorities  in  Aus¬ 
tralia,  and  elsewhere  in  similar 
cases.  See  ante,  pp.  602,  663, 
and  jpost,  p.  776.  The  speaker  (Sir 
G.  S.  Kingston)  was  first  chosen  in 
1858  and,  with  a  brief  interval, 


continued  to  fill  the  chair  until  1880, 
when  his  health  compelled  him  to 
seek  retirement  (The  Colonies,  Dec. 
11,  1880,  p.  7). 

f  In  South  Australia,  and  like¬ 
wise  in  New  Zealand,  the  law  per¬ 
mits  members  of  either  house  to 
accept  ministerial  office  without 
being  required  to  vacate  their  seats 
and  offer  themselves  for  re-election. 
See  ante,  p.  60. 
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ciliation  and  by  mutual  concessions,  the  disputes  which  had  occurred 
in  the  early  part  of  the  session  had  been  satisfactorily  adjusted  ; 
and  that  they  had  thus  avoided  the  disastrous  consequences  which 
must  inevitably  have  ensued  from  any  serious  collision  between  the 
two  branches  of  the  legislature.^ 

On  July  13,  1882,  a  resolution  was  proposed  in  the  legislative 
council  of  South  Australia  by  the  commissioner  of  public  works,  to 
declare  the  expediency  of  certain  expenditure  ‘  to  provide  imme¬ 
diately  for  the  better  defence  of  the  colony,’  which  was  agreed 
to. 

In  1879  a  royal  commission  was  appointed  in  South  Australia  to 
inquire  into  the  best  means  of  giving  the  house  of  assembly  greater 
control  over  the  expenditure  of  money  raised  by  loan  under  the 
authority  of  parliament,  and  generally  into  questions  of  public 
finance.  An  elaborate  progress  report  was  made  in  1880,  which 
treats  of  the  practice  in  all  the  Australasian  colonies  in  financial 
matters.11  It  refers  to  the  relative  powers  of  the  different  branches 
of  the  legislature  upon  such  questions  as  being  to  a  very  great 
extent  undefined,  but  does  not  distinctly  advise  the  determination 
of  any  constitutional  question. 

In  Tasmania  the  elective  legislative  council  is  also  permitted  to 
amend  tax  bills  and  supply  bills,  even  the  annual  bills  of  appro¬ 
priation.1 

On  May  13,  1879,  the  legislative  council  of  Tasmania,  on  motion 
for  the  second  reading  of  the  supply  bill,  resolved  that,  inasmuch  as 
this  bill  provides  for  an  expenditure  far  in  excess  of  the  probable 
revenue  for  the  current  year,  the  council  deem  it  inexpedient  to 
authorise  any  appropriation  beyond  what  may  be  necessary  for  the 
public  expenditure  of  the  first  six  months  of  the  said  year.  The 
supply  bill  was  accordingly  amended  to  this  effect.  This  proceeding 
led  to  much  debate  between  the  two  houses.  Ultimately  the 


B  South  Austral.  Pari.  Proc.  1877, 
v.  1,  passim.  Subsequently  the 
Morgan  ministry  decided  to  post¬ 
pone  indefinitely  the  erection  of 
new  parliament  buildings  (ib.  As- 
sem.  Votes,  1880,  pp.  62,  90,  136  ; 
The  Colonies,  Aug.  27,  1881).  This 
contributed  to  the  maintenance  of  a 
good  understanding  between  the 
two  houses.  But  in  Sept.  1881  the 
project  was  revived  by  the  assembly, 
and  concurred  in  by  the  council 
(ib.  Nov.  19, 1881;  Jan.  6, 1882).  On 


August  30,  1882,  the  leg.  council 
reiterated  their  objection  to  the 
proposed  new  buildings.  But  see 
post,  p.  775. 

h  South  Austral.  Pari.  Proc.  1880, 
v.  3,  No.  26. 

1  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Jour. 
1877,  pp.  39,  40,  117,  119  ;  ib.  Oct. 
26,  1880;  ib.  Oct.  24,  1883,  p.  118. 
And  see  proceedings  of  leg.  council 
on  grant  of  supply  upon  a  change 
of  ministry  in  Jan.  1879,  ib.  1878- 
79,  No.  104. 
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assembly  unanimously  agreed  to  accept  a  limitation  of  the  grant  of 
supply  to  nine  months  of  the  current  year.J 

The  council  adhered  to  their  amendment  of  the  supply  bill, 
but  agreed,  if  the  assembly  should  accept  this  amendment,  to  receive 
favourably  a  further  supply  bill,  for  the  additional  period  which 
ministers  had  requested,  in  order  that  they  might  reconsider  their 
financial  propositions.  In  reply,  the  assembly,  anxious  to  preserve 
amicable  relations  with  the  other  house,  expressed  their  willingness 
to  accept  a  supply  for  eight  months,  but  declined  to  embody  this 
intention  in  a  separate  bill.  Whereupon  the  legislative  council  sent 
a  message  to  the  assembly,  adhering  to  their  former  offer,  and  justi¬ 
fying  their  course  by  a  reference  to  parliamentary  practiced  The 
council,  however,  afterwards  accepted  the  amendment  made  by  the 
assembly  to  their  own  amendment ;  and  so  the  appropriation  bill 
was  passed,  providing  supplies  for  eight  months  only  of  the  current 
year,  of  which  period  nearly  six  months  had  expired  before  the 
royal  assent  was  given  to  the  bill. 

The  council,  in  agreeing  to  this  compromise,  transmitted  a  reso¬ 
lution  to  the  governor  in  explanation  of  the  course  they  had  taken, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  considerable  arrears  of  debt  had 
accumulated,  for  which,  as  well  as  to  meet  accruing  liabilities,  it 
was  imperative  that  provision  should  be  made  ;  that  the  legislative 
council  had  been  assured  by  ministers  that,  before  the  expiration  of 
the  period  for  which  supply  had  been  granted,  they  would  be  pre¬ 
pared  Avith  measures  calculated  to  meet  the  present  and  accruing 
necessities  of  the  country  ;  that,  Avhile  the  legislative  council  had  no 
desire  to  interfere  irregularly  with  the  exercise  of  the  undoubted 
prerogative  of  the  Crown  in  the  summoning,  proroguing,  and  dis¬ 
solving  of  parliament,  yet  they  fully  relied  upon  his  excellency  to 
appreciate  their  endeavour  to  arrest  the  growth  of  financial  em¬ 
barrassment.1 

On  June  17  the  governor  replied  to  this  address  by  a  message, 
wherein  he  ‘  assures  the  council  that  parliament  may  always  rely 
upon  his  acting  in  strict  accordance  with  constitutional  usage  and 
precedent  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  entrusted  to  him  by  the 
Crown.’  Tavo  days  later,  parliament  (Avhich  had  been  in  session  for 
eleven  months)  was  prorogued  by  proclamation.  Upon  the  re¬ 
assembling  of  parliament,  on  September  9,  the  legislative  council 
adopted,  on  September  11,  a  protest  against  the  further  delay  in 


j  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Votes,  1  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Votes, 
June  3,  1879.  And  ministerial  and  ministerial  memo.  June  12  and 
memo.  ib.  June  10.  13,  1879. 

k  Ib.  June  10  and  11,  1879. 
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dealing  with  the  urgent  public  business  of  the  country,  consequent 
upon  an  intended  adjournment,  for  the  purpose  of  attending  the 
opening  of  the  great  exhibition  in  Sydney. 

Upon  the  eve  of  the  adjournment  of  parliament  the  legislative 
council,  on  October  31,  1879,  passed  an  address  to  the  governor 
expressive  of  the  reluctance  with  which  they  had  assented  to  a  bill 
for  raising  a  certain  sum  by  treasury  bills,  from  a  sense  of  the  large 
financial  arrears  which  were  accumulating,  and  begging  the  inter¬ 
ference  of  the  governor  to  prevent  objectionable  arrangements  being 
carried  out  by  ministers.  The  governor  referred  this  message  to 
ministers.  They  replied  to  it  by  a  memorandum  which  admitted 
the  constitutional  propriety  of  the  governor’s  interposition  to  point 
out  to  ministers  any  proceeding  which  he  might  consider  was  not 
fully  warranted  by  law,  and  bore  testimony  to  the  vigilance  in¬ 
variably  displayed  by  his  excellency  under  such  circumstances. 
His  views  on  such  questions  had  always  been  carefully  considered, 
and,  unless  his  objections  were  removed  by  discussion,  they  were  in 
all  cases  acceded  to.  But  ministers  submitted  that  the  governor’s 
constitutional  duties  were  confined  within  these  limits,  with  such 
advice  as  (in  other  matters)  he  thought  fit  to  give  in  consultation. 
And  they  protested  against  the  interference  by  a  constitutional 
governor  in  financial  arrangements  regarding  expenditure  authorised 
by  parliament  as  tending  to  substitute  irresponsible  personal  govern¬ 
ment  for  the  proper  action  of  ministers  in  a  self-governing  colony. 
The  governor  (Weld)  transmitted  this  memorandum  to  the  legisla¬ 
tive  council  (on  the  reassembling  of  parliament)  on  January  13, 
1880,  expressing  his  general  concurrence  therein,  as  embodying  the 
constitutional  views  to  which  he  had  always  adhered,  as "  well 
formerly  when  prime  minister  in  another  colony  as  here  as 
governdr.m  On  March  9,  1880,  the  assembly  resolved  that  the 
legislative  council  had  embarrassed  public  business  and  exercised 
an  unconstitutional  power  in  adjourning  for  three  months  while  an 
important  financial  measure  was  under  consideration.  Two  days 
after  the  governor  prorogued  parliament  by  proclamation  to  a  period 
exceeding  three  months.11 

On  September  21,  1881,  the  legislative  council  of  Tasmania 
agreed  to  a  resolution  censuring  the  conduct  of  the  colonial  secre¬ 
tary,  the  leader  of  the  government  in  that  chamber,  in  refusing  to 
proceed  with  government  business  because  of  the  action  taken  by 
the  house  upon  certain  bills. 

On  October  19,  1883,  the  house  of  assembly,  in  considering 


Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Pap.  "  Assem.  Votes,  1879  80  v  36 
1879  80,  No.  75.  pp.  143-145.  '  ’ 
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amendments  made  by  the  legislative  council  on  the  ‘  branch  roads 
construction  bill/  expressed  the  opinion  ‘  that  when  a  bill  which 
contains  a  vote  of  money  for  the  construction  of  any  public  work 
has  been  transmitted  to  the  legislative  council,  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  council,  after  striking  out  such  vote  from  the  bill,  to  intro¬ 
duce  it  into  any  other  bill  which  may  then  be  in  the  possession  of 
the  council.’ 0 

The  legislative  assembly  of  Quebec,  on  account  of  differences 
with  the  upper  house  in  matters  of  supply,  adjourned  over  from 
September  2  to  October  28,  1879,  the  minority  protesting  against 
the  irregularity  of  the  proceeding.? 

In  V  ictoria  the  differences  between  the  two  houses  in  matters 
of  supply  have  been  of  longer  duration  and  have  been  prosecuted 
with  greater  acrimony  than  in  any  other  colony.  Several  questions 
of  constitutional  importance  arose  during  the  course  of  this  pro¬ 
tracted  controversy.  It  may  be  profitable,  therefore,  to  trace  briefly 
the  history  of  some  of  these  struggles,  dwelling  particularly  upon 
the  last  contest  mentioned,  which  began  in  1877  and  lasted  so 
long. 

From  the  introduction  of  parliamentary  institutions  into  Vic¬ 
toria,  in  1856,  until  the  year  1865,  the  two  houses  worked  together, 
without  any  serious  disagreement.  In  1865  the  first  difficulty 
occurred.  There  was  a  vehement  agitation  in  the  colony  in  favour 
of  a  change  in  the  financial  policy  of  government.  It  was  known 
that  free  trade  principles  prevailed  in  the  legislative  council,  whilst 
the  protectionist  party  had  a  majority  in  the  assembly.  The  ministry 
remodelled  the  tariff  in  the  interest  of  protection,  and  then  resorted 
to  the  unjustifiable  expedient  of  appending  the  new  tariff  as  *  a 
tack  ’  to  the  annual  appropriation  bill.  The  council  indignantly 
rejected  this  composite  measure,  as  being  highly  irregular  and  un¬ 
parliamentary.  Ultimately  two  separate  bills  were  introduced,  and 
each  considered  and  disposed  of  upon  its  own  merits.  During  the 
continuance  of  this  altercation  and  dead -lock  between  the  two 
houses  the  conduct  of  the  governor  was  marked  by  so  much  indis¬ 
cretion  as  to  necessitate  his  recall.  But,  as  we  have  already  noticed 
this  singular  case  in  a  previous  section^  it  will  be  unnecessary  to 
refer  to  it  again  in  this  place.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  irregular 
and  partisan  action  of  Governor  Darling  on  this  occasion  has  been 
ever  since  scrupulously  avoided  by  representatives  of  the  Crown  in 
all  parts  of  the  Queen’s  dominions. 


Tasmania 
in  matters 
of  supply. 


Disputes 

in 

Victoria. 


In  1865. 


°  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1879,  p.  349. 

1883,  p.  105.  q  See  ante,  p.  136. 

p  Quebec  Leg.  Assem.  Jour. 
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The  next  serious  dispute  between  the  two  chambers  in  Victoria 
occurred  in  1867,  in  the  matter  of  the  proposed  grant  to  Lady 
Darling  by  the  legislative  assembly  of  20,000/.,  full  particulars  of 
which  will  be  found  in  a  previous  chapter. r  The  obnoxious  item 
was  included  in  the  appropriation  bill,  which  was  accordingly 
rejected  by  the  upper  house.  Another  ‘  dead-lock  ’  ensued,  and 
various  ministerial  changes  and  complications  followed.  At  length 
peace  was  unexpectedly  restored  by  the  resolution  of  Sir  Charles 
Darling  to  refuse  the  intended  grant,  either  for  himself  or  his  family, 
on  condition  that  he  should  be  reinstated  in  the  service  of  the 
Crown  and  allowed  a  pension  as  a  retired  governor. 

But  the  evil  was  only  stayed  for  a  time.  In  1877,  fresh  dis¬ 
sensions  broke  out  between  the  assembly  and  legislative  council  of 
Victoria.  The  gravity  of  the  situation  and  its  extreme  complexity, 
owino-  to  the  various  elements  of  distraction  which  have  arisen 
during  this  prolonged  contest,  will  justify  a  fuller  examination  of 
this  case  than  was  necessary  in  former  instances  of  a  similar 
description. 

The  event  which  gave  rise  to  the  present  dispute  was  the  intro¬ 
duction  by  the  assembly  of  a  bill  to  renew  an  act  for  the  payment 
of  an  indemnity  to  members  of  the  legislature,  which  was  about  to 
expire.55  The  legislative  council  had  always  been  opposed  to  the 
principle  of  paying  members  of  parliament,  but  had,  on  two  or 
three  previous  occasions,  reluctantly  consented  to  temporary  acts 
for  that  purposed  In  1877  a  bill  to  continue  the  practice  for  a 
further  term  was  sent  up  by  the  assembly  for  the  concurrence  of 
the  upper  house.  Anticipating  the  probability  of  its  rejection  in 
that  chamber  an  item  was  placed  in  the  estimates  and  inserted  in 


r  See  ante,  p.  144. 

s  In  1835  a  similar  difficulty 
arose  in  New  Brunswick,  which  led 
to  the  loss  of  the  appropriation  bill, 
the  legislative  council  refusing  to 
concur  in  the  payment  of  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  members  of  the  assembly 
(although  they  had  been  uniformly 
defrayed  for  thirty-four  years),  be¬ 
cause  the  assembly  would  not  agree 
to  a  similar  provision,  then  first 
proposed,  upon  the  recommendation 
of  the  Imperial  government,  for  the 
payment  of  legislative  councillors. 
New  B.  Assem.  Jour.  1835,  pp.  429, 
478. 

4  In  1880  a  compromise  was 
effected  between  the  two  houses  on 


this  subject.  A  bill  to  pay  the 
members  of  both  houses  was  passed 
by  the  assembly,  but  by  mutual 
consent  it  was  afterwards  divided 
into  two  measures,  and  the  legis¬ 
lative  council  agreed  to  a  bill  to 
pay  members  of  the  assembly  (Acts 
1880-81,  No.  666),  birt  by  a  nearly 
unanimous  vote  refused  to  pay  their 
own  members  (Victoria  Leg.  Coun. 
Votes,  Sept.  30,  1880).  A  similar 
course  has  since  been  followed  (Vic. 
Stat.  1883,  No.  754).  For  an  enu¬ 
meration  of  the  countries  and  colo¬ 
nies  wherein  payment  of  members 
prevails,  see  Sergeant’s  Government 
Handbook,  1890,  p.  526. 
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the  appropriation  bill,  to  provide  for  this  payment  for  the  current  Disputes 
year.  Regarding  this  proceeding  as  an  attempt  to  evade  the  con-  in  Re¬ 
sequences  of  the  expected  rejection  of  the  members’  indemnity  bill  toria,on 
the  council  laid  aside  both  bills.  Ultimately,  however,  this  new  SUPP  y’ 
dispute  was  temporarily  settled.  A  new  appropriation  bill,  without 
the  objectionable  item,  was  introduced  and  passed,  while  the 
council  consented  to  renew  the  act  for  the  payment  of  members 
during  the  continuance  of  the  existing  parliament. 

But  both  houses  were  aroused  to  the  necessity  of  disposing  of 
the  mam  question  which  lay  at  the  foundation  of  these  frequent 
disputes  namely,  the  constitutional  rights  of  the  two  chambers  in 
matters  of  supply.  Accordingly,  bills  to  amend  the  constitution 
upon  this  point  were  originated,  and  have  been  warmly  discussed 
in  each  chamber,  although  hitherto  without  success. 

Before  noticing  in  detail  the  principal  points  which  were  umed 
on  both  sides  during  this  last  and  most  vehement  struggle,  it  may 
be  observed  that  the  legislative  council,  though  repeatedly  charged 
with  pressing  their  rights  to  an  extremity,  have  uniformly  dis¬ 
claimed  any  desire  to  assert  a  right  to  control  financial  legislation. 

They  have,  in  fact,  considered  the  necessity  for  the  "repeated 
rejection  of  appropriation  bills  as  in  itself  an  intolerable  grievance. 

They  declare  that  they  have  been  compelled  to  have  recourse  to  this 
extreme  proceeding,  from  the  reiterated  assertion  by  the  assembly 
of  their  right  to  include  in  appropriation  bills  clauses  for  taxation, 
and  grants  involving  new  and  grave  questions  of  public  policy,  to 
which  the  council  were  known  to  be  opposed.  The  assembly  has 
furthermore  claimed  the  right,  upon  their  own  mere  resolution,  to 
direct  the  expenditure  of  public  money  ;  a  claim  which  is  well  known 
to  be  altogether  untenable  and  unconstitutional.11 

’We  will  now  proceed  to  examine  more  minutely  certain  ques-  Constitu¬ 
tions  of  interest  which  were  brought  prominently  forward  durino-  Banal 
the  progress  of  these  contests.  45  P°,ints. in 

One  point  of  special  magnitude  in  connection  with  these  dis-  pute.  1S 
putes  between  the  two  houses  of  parliament  has  been  the  attitude 
which  it  becomes  the  governor  to  assume,  when  the  other  branches 
of  the  legislature  are  in  collision,  upon  a  question  of  privilege,  or  of 
their  several  constitutional  rights. 

We  have  elsewhere  seen  that  it  is  the  bounden  duty  of  the  Position  of 
governor  to  occupy  a  position  of  strict  neutrality  between  contend-  governor 
ing  parties  in  politics,  and  of  entire  impartiality  on  all  party  ques-  indisPutes 
tions  which  ought  to  be  locally  decided,  ( and  in  which  neither  the  two™^11 
prerogatives  of  the  Crown  nor  other  Imperial  interests  are  involved.’1  Louses. 

u  See  ante,  pp.  136,  708. 

v  See  post,  p.  804 ;  and  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  880 
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Upon  such  occasions  the  governor  should  refrain,  except  in  the 
capacity  of  a  mediator,  from  all  personal  interference,  until  at  least 
he  is  called  upon  to  do  or  to  sanction  an  act  which  he  might  con¬ 
sider  to  be  illegal ;  in  which  case  he  should  promptly  and  authorita¬ 
tively  interpose. 

In  the  quarrel  between  the  two  houses  in  Victoria,  in  1877, 
the  governor  (Sir  George  Bowen)  resolved  to  adhere  steadfastly  to 
this  rule  of  non-intervention  between  the  combatants.  Accordingly, 
when  the  legislative  council  informed  him  by  address  that  they 
deemed  the  inclusion  of  an  item  for  the  payment  of  members  in  the 
annual  bill  of  appropriation  as  an  attempt  to  coerce  them  in  the 
exercise  of  their  legislative  functions,  the  governor  declined  to  inter¬ 
fere.  In  reporting  this  matter  to  the  secretary  of  state,  on  Novem¬ 
ber  26,  1877,  the  governor  justified  his  conduct  by  citing  from  a 
despatch  written  by  his  predecessor,  Sir  J.  Manners  Sutton  (afterwards 
Lord  Canterbury),  to  the  colonial  secretary,  dated  October  26,  1867. 

This  despatch  asserts  the  principle  that  while  it  should  be  the 
governor’s  ‘  earnest  desire  to  contribute,  as  far  as  he  can  properly 
contribute,  to  the  removal  of  existing  differences  between  the  two 
houses,  it  is  clearly  undesirable  that  he  should  intervene  in  such  a 
manner  as  would  withdraw  these  differences  from  their  proper 
sphere,  and  so  give  to  them  a  character  which  does  not  naturally 
belong  to  them,  of  a  conflict  between  the  majority  of  one  or 
another  of  the  two  houses,  and  the  representative  of  the  Crown.’  w 

Governor  Bowen’s  conduct,  on  this  occasion,  was  moreover  in 
complete  accordance  with  constitutional  practice  in  the  mother 
country.  In  the  memorable  contest  between  the  houses  of  lords 
and  commons  in  1860,  which  followed  the  rejection  by  the  house  of 
lords  of  the  bill  for  the  repeal  of  the  paper  duty,  and  which  led  in 
the  ensuing  year  to  the  embodiment  of  the  whole  budget  resolutions, 
including  one  for  the  repeal  of  the  paper  duty,  in  a  single  bill,  it 
was  reasonably  contended  that  the  action  of  the  house  of  commons 
was  not  in  conformity  with  precedent,  and  was  indeed  a  high¬ 
handed  proceeding,  resorted  to  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  depriving 
the  loids  of  the  opportunity  of  exercising  a  deliberate  judgment 
upon  the  several  and  distinct  legislative  propositions  included  in 
this  bill  of  supply.  Nevertheless,  no  attempt  was  made  to  involve 
the  Crown  in  this  controversy,  or  to  induce  the  sovereign  to  inter¬ 
pose  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  privileges  or  securing  the 
independence  of  the  house  of  lords. x 


w  See  Victoria  Pari.  Pap.  1878,  x  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1, 
No.  27,  p.  17.  Also  Com.  Pap.  1878,  p.  459,  new  ed.  p.  809. 
v.  56, p.  715. 
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Failing  in  their  endeavour  to  persuade  the  governor  to  in¬ 
terfere  on  their  behalf,  the  legislative  council  of  Victoria  proceeded 
to  assert  their  own  rights,  by  rejecting  the  appropriation  bill,  and 
other  financial  measures  of  considerable  importance.  This  com¬ 
pelled  the  government  to  make  large  reductions  in  the  public  ex¬ 
penditure,  with  a  view  to  economise  the  funds  remaining  at  their 
disposal.  The  governor,  meanwhile,  adhered  to  his  attitude  of  im¬ 
partial  non-intervention. 

But,  in  reporting  these  occurrences  to  the  secretary  of  state, 
Governor  Bowen,  in  a  despatch  dated  December  26,  1877,  pointed 
out  that,  in  his  opinion,  as  well  as  in  that  of  his  able  predecessor  in 
office,  the  difficulty  underlying  these  political  struggles  between  the 
two  houses  was  that,  while  the  assembly  were  contending  for  no 
more  than  the  powers  claimed  by  and  conceded  to  the  house  of 
commons,  the  legislative  council  refused  to  be  limited  by  the  con¬ 
stitutional  practice  of  the  house  of  lords,  and  had  put  forth  a  pre¬ 
tension  to  be,  in  effect,  ‘  a  second  house  of  commons.’ y 

The  excuse  preferred  by  the  legislative  council  for  such  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  ordinary  and  appropriate  functions  of  an  upper 
chamber  was  that  being  an  elective  body,  whose  privileges,  im¬ 
munities,  and  powers  are,  equally  with  those  of  the  legislative 
assembly,  declared  by  statute  to  be  ‘those  of  the  commons  house  of 
parliament  of  Great  Britain,’  they  were  constitutionally  empowered 
to  deal  with  all  questions  of  legislation  upon  an  equal  footing  with 
the  assembly,  and  that  the  only  qualification  of  their  legislative 
powers  was  that  imposed  by  the  fifty-sixth  section  of  the  constitu¬ 
tion  act,  which  provides  that  ‘  all  bills  for  appropriating  any  part  of 
the  revenue  of  Victoria,  and  for  imposing  any  duty,  rate,  tax,  rent, 
return,  or  impost,  shall  originate  in  the  assembly,  and  may  be  re¬ 
jected  but  not  altered  by  the  council.’  z 

In  reply  to  Governor  Bowen’s  despatch  above  cited,  recapitu¬ 
lating  the  circumstances  attending  the  rejection  by  the  council  of 
the  appropriation  bill  and  other  financial  measures,  the  colonial 
secretary  (Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach),  whilst  refraining  from  an  expression 
of  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  case  until  he  should  be  more  fully 
informed  upon  it,  conveyed  to  the  governor  his  approval  of  his  ex¬ 
cellency’s  efforts  to  maintain  an  impartial  attitude,  and  to  avoid  in¬ 
terference  with  the  responsibility  of  his  advisers.11 

Meanwhile  the  Victoria  ministers  sought  to  obtain  authority  to 


y  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  756.  2  Victoria  Pap.  1878,  No  27 

Victoria  Pari.  Pap.  1878,  No.  27,  p.  p.  29.  18  &  19  Vic.  c.  55,  sec  56  ’ 
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Issue  of  sanction  the  issue  of  public  money,  notwithstanding  that  the  legis- 
omresolu-  ^a^ve  council  had  refused  to  concur  in  the  bills  of  supply  sent  up 
tion  of  by  the  assembly  for  their  assent.  They  addressed  to  the  governor 
assembly.  a  memorandum,  wherein  they  asserted  the  right  of  the  ‘  governor 
in  council  ’  to  sign  warrants  for  the  issue  of  public  money,  voted  by 
the  assembly  for  the  public  service,  upon  an  address  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  assembly,  in  the  event  of  the  legislative  council  adhering  to 
their  determination  to  reject  the  bill  of  supply.  They  fortified  their 
opinion  by  that  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  the  colony,  and 
inquired  whether  the  governor  was  prepared  to  give  effect  to  the 
same. 

Governor  Bowen,  on  December  31,  1877,  transmitted  this 
memorandum  to  the  colonial  secretary,  requesting  immediate  instruc¬ 
tions  as  to  the  course  he  should  pursue.  In  a  reply,  sent  by  tele¬ 
graph,  on  February  22,  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach  said,  ‘  I  do  not  feel 
justified  in  volunteering  any  opinion  on  the  memorandum,  which  I 
observe  does  not  invite  my  intervention.  Your  duty  in  this 
question  is  clear — namely,  to  act  in  accordance  with  advice  of 
ministers,  provided  you  are  satisfied  the  action  advised  is  lawful. 
If  not  so  satisfied,  take  your  stand  on  the  law.  If  doubtful  as  to 
the  law,  have  recourse  to  the  legal  advice  at  your  command.'  In 
a  despatch  dated  February  28,  1878,  the  colonial  secretary  re¬ 
iterated  these  remarks,  and  expressed  a  hope  that  this  question, 
being  of  local  concern,  might  be  speedily  settled  by  mutual  con¬ 
cessions  ;  adding  that,  unless  the  controversy  should  unhappily 
prove  incapable  of  settlement  between  the  parties  interested,  he 
trusted  that  neither  the  Imperial  government  nor  the  governor 
might  be  drawn  in  to  any  share  in  it.b 

Pending  the  governor’s  decision  as  to  the  signing  of  money 
warrants  upon  an  address  from  the  assembly,  ministers  recom¬ 
mended  certain  important  reductions  in  the  public  service,  in  order 
to  make  the  supplies  granted  for  the  current  year  last  some  two 
months  longer.  No  dismissals  of  public  officers  had  taken  place  in 
Dismissal  1867,  when  a  similar  dead-lock  had  occurred,  though  salaries  were 
officials.  necessarily  in  arrear,  for  a  considerable  period.  This  time, 

however,  ministers  advised  that  a  large  number  of  officials  of 
various  grades,  from  county  court  judges  to  minor  functionaries, 
should  be  dismissed. 

After  repeated  discussions  with  ministers  on  the  subject,  the 
governor  reluctantly  consented  to  this  act,  being  desirous  ‘  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  co-operate  with  them  on  all  occasions  for  the  public  good, 
and  to  follow  generally  their  advice  in  all  matters  of  local  concern 


b  Victoria  Pap.  1878,  No.  27,  pp  6-39. 
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not  repugnant  to  law.’  But  he  declared  his  determination  not  to 
consent  to  any  of  the  ‘  irregular  financial  contrivances  which  were 
adopted  during  a  former  parliamentary  dead-lock  in  Victoria,  and 
which  were  condemned  by  the  then  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies.’0  Neither  would  he  sanction  any  measures  to  interfere 
with  the  currency  or  the  banks,  or  which  might  affect  the  rights  and 
property  of  British  subjects  abroad ;  for  to  do  so  would  be  a  direct 
violation  of  the  royal  instructions. 

At  this  juncture  the  assembly,  without  concert  or  communi¬ 
cation  with  the  upper  house,  adjourned  for  six  weeks.  Whereupon 
the  legislative  council,  in  an  address  to  the  governor,  remonstrated 
against  this  unprecedented  interruption  to  public  business,  and 
pointed  out  its  injurious  consequences.  The  governor,  in  reply  to 
this  address,  declared  it  to  be  his  ‘duty  during  the  controversy 
which  has  unfortunately  arisen  between  the  two  deliberative 
branches  of  the  legislature  to  abstain  from  all  interference  other¬ 
wise  than  by  earnestly  recommending  to  both  houses,  in  the 
interests  of  the  public  welfare,  mutual  forbearance  and  mutual  con¬ 
cession.’11 

On  January  25,  1878,  Governor  Bowen  forwarded  to  the  colo¬ 
nial  secretary  an  opinion  of  the  attorney-general  of  Victoria — 
concurring  in  an  opinion  given  by  Mr.  Bellows,  the  solicitor-general, 
in  1858 — that  the  assent  of  the  legislative  council  to  a  bill  of  supply  was 
not  necessary  in  order  to  give  validity  to  the  issue  of  public  money 
by  the  governor  in  council,  inasmuch  as  1  resolutions  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  supply,  reported  and  adopted  by  the  house,  make  the 
amount  legally  available.’  But  from  certain  correspondence  with 
the  commissioners  of  audit  accompanying  this  opinion  it  appears 
that  while  for  a  time  this  erroneous  idea  had  prevailed,  in  1862  the 
true  constitutional  practice  had  been  introduced,  and  it  had  since 
been  customary,  as  in  England,  to  pass  acts  in  anticipation  of  the 
annual  appropriation  act  to  legalise  the  issue  of  money  voted  in 
supply. 

Moreover,  Mr.  Fellows,  who  as  solicitor-general  had  expressed 
the  opinion  above  stated,  afterwards  in  a  speech  delivered  in  the 
legislative  council  of  Victoria,  in  1865,  admitted  that  he  had  made 
a  mistake.  He  had  since  learnt  that,  in  England,  money  was  not 
issued  ‘  upon  the  vote  of  the  house  of  commons,’  but  ‘  only  by  means 
of  an  act  passed  by  both  houses,  and  assented  to  by  her  Majesty,  and 
providing  expressly  that  any  votes  of  the  house  of  commons  might 


c  See  ante,  p.  136.  as  of  ib.  p.  715,  are  included  in  the 

d  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  4.  Victoria  Pap.  1878,  No.  27. 

The  contents  of  this  paper,  as  well 
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be  paid  out  of  the  moneys  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  consolidated 
fund.’e  Meanwhile,  in  1863,  the  colonial  audit  commissioners 
declined  to  sanction  any  further  issues  of  public  money  until  they 
were  satisfied  that  such  appropriations  had  been  authorised  by  both 
houses  of  parliament. 

In  the  dilemma  occasioned  by  these  contrary  opinions,  Governor 
Bowen  requested  instructions  from  the  Crown,  and  if  necessary,  an 
opinion  from  the  Imperial  Crown  law  officers  for  his  guidance.  Until 
otherwise  directed,  he  should  adhere  to  the  conviction  ‘that  the 
governor  cannot  sign  warrants  for  the  issue  of  money  from  the  pub¬ 
lic  treasury  without  the  certificate  of  the  audit  commissioners  that 
the  money  is  “  legally  available.”  ’  Later  on,  in  a  despatch  dated 
March  18,  1878,  the  governor  repeated  his  request  for  an  opinion, 
on  this  point,  from  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  England,  in  view  of 
the  change  of  practice  in  Victoria,  since  1862,  and  the  fact  that  the 
legislative  council  had  recently  ‘laid  aside’  the  appropriation  bill.1' 

Shortly  afterwards  the  governor  informed  the  secretary  of  state 
that  his  ministers  had  protested  against  his  right  to  decline  to  fol¬ 
low  their  advice  in  matters  of  purely  local  concern,  and  also  against 
his  having  sought  for  any  other  legal  advice  than  that  of  the  colonial 
law  officers.  In  Australia,  it  is  customary  for  the  law  officers 
of  the  Crown  to  be  leading  members  of  the  cabinet ;  and  so  the 
rejection  of  their  advice  is  equivalent  to  a  rejection  of  the 
advice  of  the  cabinet,  which  is  a  constitutional  ground  for 
the  resignation  of  ministers.  This  makes  ‘  the  position  of  an 
Australian  governor  one  of  rare  difficulty  and  delicacy.’  s  In  reply  to 
this  despatch,  on  July  5,  1878,  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach — while  re¬ 
cognising  the  general  obligation  of  a  governor  to  follow'  the  advice 
of  his  ministers  in  local  matters,  if  only  he  refrains  from  sanction¬ 
ing  an  illegal  act — pointed  out  that  a  governor  was  responsible  to 
the  sovereign,  whom  he  represents  ;  and  that,  if  called  upon  to 
justify  the  legality  or  necessity  of  any  questionable  proceeding,  he 
could  not  shelter  himself  under  the  responsibility  of  his  ministers. 
In  all  doubtful  cases,  a  governor  should  require  from  the  colonial 
law  officers  a  written  memorandum,  certifying — as  the  authorised 
exponents  of  the  law,  and  not  in  their  capacity  of  political  advisers — 
that  no  infraction  of  the  law  is  involved  in  advice  tendered  to  him. 
If  they  cannot  certify  this — whenever  the  governor  is  urgently 
pressed  to  sanction  a  doubtful  act,  or  if  he  is  unable  to  accept  their 
interpretation  of  the  law — his  personal  responsibility  to  the  Crown 


e  See  Victoria  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  f  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp 
1877  78,  pp.  205,  206.  May,  Pari.  773-780,  866. 

Prac.  ed.  1883,  p.  639.  s  lb.  p.  873. 
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may  require  that  he  should  delay  acting  on  the  advice  given,  until 
he  can  decide  ‘  whether  the  emergency  is  of  that  grave  and  urgent 
character  which  alone  could  justify  him  in  consenting  to  perform  the 
act  advised,  or  whether  he  should  inform  his  ministers  that  he  must 
decline  to  do  so,  even  at  the  cost  of  having  to  accept  their  resigna¬ 
tion  of  office/  h 

Anticipating  somewhat  the  course  of  our  narrative,  it  may  be 
here  stated  that  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  England  reported, 
for  the  information  of  the  governor,  that  money  voted  in  committee 
of  supply  ‘  is  not  available  until  it  has  been  appropriated  by  an  act 
of  the  Victoria  legislature.’1 

On  January  26,  1878,  Governor  Bowen  addressed  a  further 
despatch  to  the  colonial  secretary,  enclosing  a  copy  of  a  memoran¬ 
dum  which  he  had  communicated  to  the  premier,  representing  that 
certain  acts  which  had  been  performed  by  ministers,  and  measures 
which  they  had  advised — with  a  view  to  reductions  in  the  public 
service,  rendered  necessary  owing  to  the  rejection  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  by  the  legislative  council — were  illegal.  In  this  paper — - 
while  acknowledging  that  he  was  bound  to  afford  to  his  ministers  for 
the  time  being  all  just  and  reasonable  support,  consistently  with 
obedience  to  the  law — the  governor  remarked  that,  if  occasion 
should  occur  wherein  it  was  ‘clear  to  his  judgment  that  the  advice 
of  his  ministers  involves  a  violation  of  law,  in  such  a  case  it  would 
doubtless  be  his  duty  to  refuse  compliance,  and  to  endeavour  to  ob¬ 
tain  the  aid  of  other  ministers.’  This  principle  had  been  approved 
by  her  Majesty’s  government,  who  at  the  same  time  had  disavowed 
any  ‘  wish  to  interfere  in  any  questions  of  purely  colonial  policy  ; 
and  only  desire  that  the  colony  should  be  governed  in  conformity 
with  the  principles  of  responsible  and  constitutional  government, 
subject  always  to  the  paramount  authority  of  the  law.’  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  governor  felt  it  to  be  his  duty  to  request  ministers  to 
cancel  forthwith  certain  notices  in  the  ‘  Official  Gazette,’  dispensing 
with  the  services  of  certain  judicial  officers  of  various  degrees  ;  ‘  and 
every  other  act  or  notice  whatsoever  which  has  involved  or  may  in¬ 
volve  a  violation  of  the  law.’  This  firm  and  decided  stand  taken  by 
the  governor  was  duly  responded  to  by  his  ministers,  who  promptly 
‘  consented  to  retrace  their  steps  in  the  manner  proposed,  and  to 
limit  themselves  to  making  such  reductions  in  the  public  service  as 
to  which  they  believed  that  no  exception  could  be  raised  on  the 
score  of  illegality.’  j 


h  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  905. 
In  regard  to  law  officers  of  the 
Crown  in  the  double  capacity  of 
ministers,  and  of  legal  advisers, 


see  ante,  p.  166. 

‘  lb.  p.  921.  And  see  post,  p, 
734. 
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On  the  same  day  as  that  on  which  the  preceding  despatch  was 
written,  Governor  Bowen  transmitted  to  the  colonial  secretary  an 
address  to  her  Majesty  from  the  legislative  council,  reciting  the 
recent  events  in  this  controversy,  and  accusing  his  excellency  of 
grave  dereliction  of  duty,  in  lending  his  authority  and  influence  to 
coerce  the  legislative  council  in  the  performance  of  their  proper 
functions,  and  in  plunging  colonial  affairs  into  confusion.  He  for¬ 
warded,  with  this  address,  a  memorandum  from  ministers,  defending 
the  governor  from  these  aspersions,  and  also  observations  of  his  own, 
wherein  he  charged  the  legislative  council  with  being  responsible 
for  the  present  ‘  dead-lock  ’  and  its  results*  inasmuch  as  they  claimed 
to  be  practically  supreme  in  the  colony,  and  had  refused  to  settle 
their  differences  with  the  assembly  upon  the  basis  of  Imperial  par¬ 
liamentary  precedent.  He  pointed  out,  furthermore,  that  it  was  in 
the  power  of  the  council  to  remove  at  once  the  existing  confusion 
and  uncertainty  in  the  colony,  by  resuming  amicable  relations  with 
the  assembly,  and  confining  themselves  to  the  powers  practically 
exercised  by  the  house  of  lords  in  matters  of  financed  The 
governor  likewise  vindicated  himself  from  the  charges  made  against 
him  in  this  address,  urging  that  it  was  unconstitutional  to  hold  him 
personally  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  ministers,  and  thereby  to 
ignore  his  own  especial  duty — to  maintain  a  strict  neutrality  in  the 
differences  which  had  arisen  between  the  two  houses.1 

On  Feb.  18,  1878,  Governor  Bowen  transmitted  an  address  to 
the  Queen  from  the  legislative  assembly,  on  the  political  condition 
of  the  colony.  This  address  recapitulated  the  events  which  had  led 
to  the  present  crisis,  and  charged  the  legislative  council  with 
having  thrown  the  affairs  of  the  colony  into  distraction,  by  their 
persistent  determination  to  exercise  a  control  over  public  expendi¬ 
ture  which  had  long  ago  been  relinquished  by  the  house  of  lords. 
The  address  furthermore  proceeded  to  justify  the  proceedings  of  the 
governor  and  his  ministers  in  this  emergency.111  After  passing  the 
address,  the  assembly  adjourned  until  March  5. 

Three  days  later,  the  governor  forwarded  to  the  Queen  a  second 
address  from  the  legislative  council,  vindicating  their  proceedings 
from  the  interpretation  placed  upon  them  by  the  aforesaid  address 
from  the  assembly,  and  correcting  certain  erroneous  statements 
therein.  The  council  alleged  that  they  had  been  compelled,  on  the 
four  occasions  on  which  they  had  rejected  appropriation  bills,  to 


k  But  see  the  defence  offered  by 
the  council  in  their  address  to  the 
Queen,  recorded  in  their  Journals 
of  Feb.  19,  1878. 

1  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp.  801- 


813.  See  also  the  governor’s  reply 
to  an  address  of  the  leg.  council, 
in  their  Journals  of  Feb.  19,  1878. 
m  lb.  p.  835. 
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take  this  extreme  course  as  the  only  means  of  asserting  and  main¬ 
taining  their  independence  as  a  distinct  branch  of  the  legislature. 
They  could  only  presume  that  the  assembly  desired  to  ignore  or 
get  rid  of  the  second  chamber,  and  of  the  restraints  which  it  im¬ 
posed  upon  the  assembly,  in  their  endeavour  to  exercise  unlimited 
control  over  all  measures  involving  the  expenditure  of  public  money. 
The  council  were  now,  as  heretofore,  ready  to  submit  the  differ¬ 
ences  as  to  the  construction  of  the  constitution  act  to  the  judicial 
committee  of  the  privy  council  ;  but  the  assembly  would  not  con¬ 
sent  to  do  so.  They  therefore,  assured  of  their  own  loyalty  to  the 
Queen  and  constitution,  protested  against  the  conduct  of  the  assem¬ 
bly,  in  seeking  to  authorise  expenditure  upon  the  authority  of  their 
own  resolutions,  without  the  sanction  of  the  council." 

Very  little  business  was  done  by  the  assembly  after  their  re¬ 
assembling,  until  March  28,  when  the  house  being  informed  that 
the  legislative  council  had  agreed  to  a  compromise,  whereby  the 
expiring  law  for  the  payment  of  members  would  be  continued  in  a 
separate  bill,  the  appropriation  bill,  which  had  been  laid  aside  by 
the  council,  was  again  introduced,  passed,  and  agreed  to  by  the 
council. 

This  grave  and  serious  controversy  being  ended,  for  a  time,  the 
assembly  just  before  the  close  of  the  session,  on  April  9,  1878, 
agreed  to  an  address  to  Governor  Bowen,  expressing  their  apprecia¬ 
tion  of  his  impartial  and  constitutional  attitude  during  this  pro¬ 
tracted  conflict.  They  testified  that  his  excellency  had  manifested, 
in  his  relations  to  parliament,  to  his  ministers,  and  to  the  Crown, 

‘  a  constant  desire  to  preserve  to  each  its  legitimate  authority  ;  and, 
in  after  times,  we  doubt  not  the  example  which  you  have  set,  in  a 
grave  public  emergency,  will  be  cited  as  a  model  for  constitutional 
governors.’ 0 

The  governor,  in  his  speech  at  the  prorogation  of  parliament, 
stated  that,  during  this  protracted  and  memorable  session  (which 
lasted  from  June  26,  1877,  to  April  9,  1878), p  ‘grave  questions  of 
constitutional  rights  and  powers  have  arisen,  and  been  debated  and 
maintained  [on  the  part  of  the  legislative  assembly]  with  inflexible 
resolution  ;  but  I  rejoice  to  add  that  a  settlement  has  been  ulti¬ 
mately  found,  not  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  responsible 
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n  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  839. 
0  Victoria  Assem.  Votes,  1877- 
78,  v.  1,  pp.  289-314. 

p  It  should  be  stated  that  the 
session  actually  began  on  May  22, 
which  was  the  first  day  of  a  new 
parliament,  but  on  that  day  no 


business  was  done,  except  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  a  speaker,  and  his  presenta¬ 
tion  to  the  governor.  Both  houses 
then  adjourned  until  June  26,  on 
account  of  a  change  of  ministry  on 
May  21,  and  to  enable  the  new 
ministers  to  go  for  re-election. 
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government  and  the  spirit  of  the  constitution.  To  avoid,  however, 
the  possibility  of  the  recurrence  of  such  a  conflict  in  the  future,  my 
advisers  will,  with  all  possible  despatch,  prepare  a  measure  to  alter 
and  amend  the  constitution  statute.’ q 

On  April  11  the  governor  forwarded  to  the  secretary  of  state  a 
further  address  to  himself,  passed  on  the  2nd  instant  by  the  legisla¬ 
tive  council,  together  with  his  reply,  and  a  ministerial  memorandum 
on  the  subject.  In  this  despatch,  and  in  another  dated  April  12, 
Sir  G.  Bowmn  narrated  the  efforts  he  had  made  to  restore  harmony 
between  the  two  houses,  and  enumerated  the  reasons  which  had 
actuated  him  in  his  endeavours,  as  a  constitutional  governor,  to 
observe  a  neutral  and  impartial  position  during  the  continuance  of 
this  dispute.  He  also  defended  himself  against  the  complaints  urged 
by  the  legislative  council,  ‘  that  he  evinces  partiality  whenever  he 
declines  to  obey  their  behests  to  overrule  his  responsible  ministers.’ 
The  governor  claimed  that  his  policy  had  succeeded  in  bringing  the 
parliamentary  crisis  to  a  close  without  a  social  and  political  convul¬ 
sion.  And  that  the  outcry  raised  against  him  was  akin  to  similar 
attacks  upon  other  colonial  governors,  who  had  been  ‘  assailed  by 
beaten  minorities,  because  they  steadily  supported  ministries  posses¬ 
sing  the  confidence  of  the  majority  of  the  colonial  ’  assemblies.1. 

The  news  of  the  happy  termination  of  this  long-continued 
struggle  reached  the  colonial  office  by  telegram,  just  as  the  colonial 
secretary  was  about  to  write  to  Governor  Bowen,  to  intimate  his 
satisfaction  at  receiving  explanations  from  his  excellency  in  regard 
to  his  conduct  in  this  trying  emergency.3 

In  reviewing  the  part  taken  by  Governor  Bowen  during  this 
political  crisis,  it  is  hard  to  conjecture  what  else  he  could  have  done 
to  uphold  the  equilibrium  of  the  state,  or  to  restrain  the  excesses  of 
either  party  in  the  contest.  The  difficulty  began  in  a  conflict  between 
the  legislative  chambers  concerning  their  respective  constitutional 
rights.  In  this  contest  there  was  obviously  nothing  to  warrant  the 
authoritative  interposition  of  the  governor  ;  and  it  wras  his  duty  to 
avoid  any  interference  with  either  house  whilst  they  were  striving, 
within  the  lawful  limits  of  parliamentary  warfare,  for  the  mainten¬ 
ance  of  their  several  rights  and  privileges.  The  only  course  open  to 
a  governor,  under  such  circumstances,  is  one  of  friendly  mediation 
between  the  contending  parties.  In  conformity  with  British  con¬ 
stitutional  practice,  which  regulates  the  action  of  the  sovereign 
towards  the  two  houses  of  parliament,  it  is  always  becoming  in  a 


o  Assem.  Votes,  1877-78,  v.  1,  881,  887. 

P-  318-  s  lb.  p.  772.  And  see  Hans.  D. 

r  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp.  878-  v.  238,  p.  1401. 
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governor  to  endeavour  to  restore  harmony  in  the  body  politic.1  In  Plates 
this  respect  it  is  evident,  from  the  correspondence  laid  before  par-  toria  ' 
liament,  that  Governor  Bowen  was  not  wanting,  and  that  he  left  no 
efforts  untried  in  this  direction,  which  were  compatible  with  his 
impartial  and  responsible  position.  As  a  last  resort  in  such  an 
emergency  a  governor  is  constitutionally  competent  to  have  recourse 
to  the  prerogative  of  dissolution,  and  to  appeal  to  the  constituent 
bodies,  on  the  express  ground  of  the  existence  of  disputes  between 
the  legislative  chambers  which  render  it  impossible  for  them  to 
work  together  harmoniously.  He  may  thus  endeavour  to  arrive  at 
some  common  basis  of  reconciliation  and  agreement,  which  would 
be  ratified  by  public  opinion.11  And  if  the  ministry  in  power  were 
not  willing  to  become  responsible  for  a  dissolution,  the  governor 
would  be  competent  and  amply  warranted,  upon  a  reasonable  con¬ 
viction  of  the  probable  success  of  such  an  undertaking,  in  invoking 
the  aid  of  other  ministers,  by  whose  assistance  it  might  be  prac¬ 
ticable  to  restore  a  good  understanding  between  the  council  and 
assembly,  either  with  or  without  the  necessity  for  an  appeal  to  the 
peopled 

It  would  seem,  however,  that  the  alternative  of  a  dissolution  of 
parliament  was  not  available  in  Victoria  at  this  juncture.  Advert¬ 
ing  to  an  observation  in  an  address  of  the  legislative  council  at  this 
period,  that,  if  ministers  would  neither  defer  to  the  claims  of  the 
council  or  retire  from  office,  they  ought  at  least  to  appeal  to  the 
people,  Governor  Bowen  alleged  ‘  that  the  present  ministry  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  a  majority  of  about  two-thirds  of  the  legislative  assembly, 
and  that  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  this  proportion  would  be 
materially  altered  by  the  dissolution  of  an  assembly  which  is  almost 
fresh  from  the  country,  having  been  elected  only  eight  months  ago. 

Moreover,  ministers  at  this  particular  time  were  restrained  from 
advising  a  dissolution  (a  course  which,  if  likely  to  succeed  in  bringing 
about  a  final  settlement  of  the  question  at  issue,  they  would  un¬ 
hesitatingly  have  approved)  by  the  reflection  that  when,  during  a 
former  contest  between  the  two  houses,  a  ministry  supported  by  a 
large  majority  in  the  assembly  obtained  leave  to  appeal  to  the  people 
by  a  dissolution  of  parliament,  the  council  afterwards  refused  to 

abide  by  the  result  of  the  appeals 

Unable  in  this  exigency  to  make  use  of  the  prerogative  of  dis- 


1  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p. 
203,  new  ed.  p.  251. 


v  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p. 
405,  new  ed.  p.  504. 


w  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  811. 


a  See  Governor  Weld’s  memo¬ 
randum  on  this  subject,  in  Tas¬ 
mania  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1877,  sess. 
2,  App.  No.  45.  And  jjost,  784. 
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solution  as  a  means  of  restoring  unity  in  the  body  politic,  Governor 
Bowen  was  confirmed  in  his  conviction  that  he  must  adhere  to  the 
policy  of  absolute  neutrality,  lest  the  Crown  in  his  person  should 
be  brought  into  direct  antagonism  with  the  assembly  and  with  the 
people.^ 

For  the  course  ordinarily  open  to  a  governor,  when  he  disapproves 
of  the  policy  of  his  ministers,  of  transferring  his  confidence  to  other 
hands,  was  not  available  under  existing  circumstances.  The  end  in 
view  being  not  so  much  the  adoption  of  a  different  policy  in  the 
administration  of  public  affairs,  as  the  restoration  of  harmony 
between  the  two  houses,  Governor  Bowen  recalled  the  sagacious 
words  of  his  experienced  predecessor,  Lord  Canterbury,  uttered  in 
reference  to  the  parliamentary  ‘  deacl-lock  ’  of  1867-68:  ‘  It  is  the 
first  duty  of  a  governor  to  abstain  from  taking  any  step  which  would 
identify  him  with  either  or  any  of  the  contending  political  parties 
in  the  colony,’  and  ‘  the  displacement  of  ministers,  supported  con¬ 
tinuously  by  a  majority  of  the  lower  house,  is  a  step  which  could 
not  properly  be  takeii  by  the  governor  without  a  fair  prospect,  at 
least,  of  that  success  by  which  alone,  as  is  admitted  by  all  constitu¬ 
tional  authorities,  such  an  exceptional  exercise  of  the  prerogative 
can  be  jftstified.  It  has  therefore  been  the  duty  of  the  governor 
throughout  the  parliamentary  contests  which  have  for  some  months 
impeded,  and  have  now  stopped  financial  legislation,  to  confine  his 
endeavours  to  restore  united  action  in  the  legislature  within  the 
limits  prescribed  by  neutrality  on  the  points  at  issue  between  the 
two  houses,  and  by  the  constitutional  right  of  an  existing  govern¬ 
ment  to  the  fair  support  of  the  governor.’  These  observations  of 
Lord  Canterbury,  which  were  entirely  approved  by  the  Imperial 
authorities,  were  regarded  by  Sir  G.  Bowen  as  equally  applicable  to 
himself  on  the  present  occasion,  and  as  being  in  exact  agreement 
with  his  own  rule  of  conduct  in  past  times.2 

Before  proceeding  to  record  subsequent  events,  which  speedily 
fanned  the  embers  of  these  vexatious  contests  into  a  fierce  flame, 
mention  should  be  made  of  one  or  two  other  points  of  interest, 
which  claim  our  notice  at  this  stage  of  our  narrative. 

In  Victoria,  under  the  Crown  remedies  and  liabilities  act,  1865 
(Jb  A  ic.  No.  241),  a  person  who  may  feel  himself  aggrieved  by  any 
action  of  the  government  may  seek  redress  from  the  supreme  court, 
the  decisions  of  which  tribunal  would  of  course  be  carried  into 
execution  by  the  civil  authorities. 

Accordingly,  on  February  9,  1878,  application  was  made  to  the 
supreme  court  to  test  the  legality  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Victoria 


y  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  811. 
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government  to  which  we  have  already  referred, a  in  removing  from 
office  certain  county  judges,  holding  office  ‘during  pleasure,’  and 
whose  salaries  had  ceased  with  the  ‘  stoppage  of  supplies.’  But  the 
court  refused  to  interfere,  declaring  that  this  point  could  only  be 
properly  disposed  of  by  a  writ  of  error.b  Ere  long,  as  we  shall 
presently  see,  the  home  government  interposed,  and  called  the 
attention  of  the  governor  to  the  highly  objectionable  character  of 
the  proceeding  in  question. 

Meanwhile,  on  April  10,  1878,  a  deputation  of  magistrates, 
merchants,  and  others,  connected  with  the  Australian  colonies, 
waited  upon  Sir  M.  Hicks- Beach  (the  colonial  secretary),  to  express 
their  satisfaction  at  the  temporary  adjustment  of  the  dispute  be¬ 
tween  the  two  houses  in  Victoria,  to  point  out  the  errors  into 
which  they  believed  Sir  G.  Bowen  to  have  fallen  during  the  con¬ 
tinuance  of  the  crisis  in  that  colony,  and  to  justify  the  action  taken 
by  the  legislative  council.  In  reply,  the  secretary  of  state  ex¬ 
pressed  to  these  gentlemen  his  willingness  to  give  a  careful  con¬ 
sideration  to  their  statements,  but  declined  to  discuss  with  them 
the  merits  of  the  controversy  in  Victoria.  He  added  that,  1  if  the 
action  or  advice  or  assistance  of  the  home  government  should  be 
desired  by  the  colony,  it  will  be  most  readily  given.’  Until  then, 

‘  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  home  government  to  interfere.’ 
While,  ‘  as  a  general  rule,  the  governor  of  a  colony  ought  to  act 
upon  the  advice  of  his  responsible  ministry,’  he  1  is  placed  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  of  great  responsibility,  difficulty,  and  isolation.’  ‘No  one 
could  wish  to  see  him  reduced  to  the  position  of  a  machine,  or  that 
his  action  should  be  merely  that  of  a  clerk,  unable  to  decide  on  any 
particular  matter  until  he  received  his  instructions  from  Downing 
Street.  We  endeavour  to  make  our  colonial  governorships  positions 
of  high  dignity  and  considerable  emoluments,  in  order  to  obtain  the 
services  in  those  positions  of  capable  men — men  who  are  able  and 
ready  to  act  for  themselves  with  clear-sightedness,  firmness,  and 
wisdom  in  any  emergency.’  Such  men  are  entitled  to  great  con¬ 
fidence,  and  their  acts  should  not  be  hastily  criticised  and  until  we 
are  fully  acquainted  with  all  the  facts.  If  hereafter  ‘  it  should 
appear  that  in  any  point  Sir  George  Bowen  has  been  properly  to 
blame,  I  shall  not  hesitate  to  express  my  opinion  upon  it.’c 

In  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  addresses  to  the  Queen 
from  both  houses  of  the  Victoria  parliament,  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach, 
in  his  despatches  of  April  24  and  30,  expressed  himself  to  the  same 
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effect,  with  a  general  though  guarded  approval  of  the  conduct  of 
Governor  Bowen.  d 

On  March  17,  1878,  Governor  Bowen  reported  to  the  secretary 
of  state  a  decision  of  the  legislative  assembly  upon  a  curious  point, 
elsewhere  noticed, e  namely,  that  under  the  forty-fifth  section  of  the 
Victoria  constitution  act,  authority  was  given  for  the  appropriation 
of  so  much  of  the  consolidated  revenue  of  the  colony  as  might  be 
necessary  to  defray  the  charges  incident  to  the  collection,  manage¬ 
ment,  and  receipt  thereof,  without  the  need  of  a  parliamentary  vote 
on  this  behalf.  The  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  the  audit  commis¬ 
sioners,  and  certain  eminent  lawyers  in  Victoria,  disconnected  with 
party  politics,  had  all  concurred  in  this  interpretation  of  the  Im¬ 
perial  statute.  Ministers  had,  accordingly,  advised  the  governor  to 
sign  a  treasury  warrant  authorising  the  resort  to  this  mode  of  pro¬ 
viding  funds  to  maintain  ‘  establishments  absolutely  necessary  for 
the  protection  of  life  and  property  in  this  colony  ’  during  the  ‘  stop¬ 
page  of  the  supplies.’  Assuming  this  to  be  ‘  an  affair  of  purely 
colonial  concern,  and  not  repugnant  to  the  law  and  to  the  constitu¬ 
tion,’  the  governor  agreed  to  take  this  course,  should  it  prove  to  be 
impossible  to  arrive  at  an  amicable  arrangement  of  the  differences 
between  the  two  houses,  by  the  passing  of  the  annual  appropriation 
bill.f  The  legislative  council,  however,  protested  against  this  novel 
proceeding,  and  contended  that  it  was  based  upon  a  misconstruc¬ 
tion  of  the  Imperial  act.s  Luckily,  the  amicable  settlement  of 
the  parliamentary  ‘  dead-lock  ’  rendered  it  unnecessary  to  adopt 
this  extraordinary  method  of  obtaining  the  ‘  legal  issue  ’  of  public 
money.11 

But  before  an  amicable  understanding  had  been  come  to,  the 
governor  had  applied  to  England  for  advice  upon  this  question,  as 
well  as  upon  the  question  whether  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
assembly  in  committee  of  supply  sufficed  to  render  ‘  legally  avail¬ 
able  ’  for  public  expenditure  money  in  the  public  chest.  Both  these 
queries  were  answered  by  the  secretary  of  state,  in  a  despatch  dated 
August  17,  1878.  As  regards  the  interpretation  to  be  put  upon 
the  Imperial  act  18  A  19  Vic.  c.  55,  sec.  45,  the  law  officers  of 
the  Crown  were  of  opinion  that  the  moneys  necessary  to  defray  the 
costs,  charges,  and  other  expenditure  mentioned  in  that  section 
were  legally  available  without  further  parliamentary  warrant,  being, 
in  fact,  specifically  appropriated  by  the  Imperial  statute.  But  that 
money  merely  voted  in  committee  of  supply  was  not  available,  until 


d  Com.  Tap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp.  f  Com.  Pap.  1878.  v.  56,  pp.  856- 
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it  had  been  specifically  appropriated  to  the  intended  purpose  by  an 
act  of  the  Victorian  legislature.1 

Replying  to  this  despatch  on  October  16,  1878,  the  governor  ex¬ 
pressed  his  satisfaction  at  learning  that  he  had  been  right  in  his 
intended  sanction  of  tire  ministerial  advice,  that  he  should  sign 
warrants  for  the  issue  of  public  money  under  the  forty -fifth  section 
of  the  constitution  act  as  aforesaid  ;  and  also  in  refusing  to  sign 
warrants  at  the  request  of  ministers  for  any  other  treasury  advances 
except  by  authority  of  a  colonial  statute  i 

After  the  crisis  of  1878  had  terminated,  and  the  appropriation 
bill  had  become  law,  steps  were  immediately  taken  to  reinstate 
certain  public  officers  in  the  judicial  and  civil  departments  who  had 
been  dismissed  on  account  of  the  ‘  stoppage  of  the  supplies.’  Nearly 
all  the  judicial  and  legal  officials  were  replaced,  but  ministers  de¬ 
cided  to  take  this  opportunity  to  reduce  an  overgrown  and  costly 
civil  service,  and  to  reinstate  ‘  only  such  officers  as  are  required  for 
the  proper  working  of  the  civil  service,  while  the  remainder  shall 
receive  the  liberal  pensions,  superannuations,  and  other  compensa¬ 
tions  for  loss  of  office  provided  by  law.’ 

The  governor,  both  now  and  at  a  later  period,  remonstrated  with 
his  ministers  on  this  matter.  He  urged  them  to  consent  to  a  gene¬ 
ral  reinstatement  of  all  civil  service  employes  whose  services  had 
been  dispensed  with  pursuant  to  the  ministerial  memorandum  of 
January  8,  1878  ;  but,  this  being  a  local  and  not  an  Imperial  ques¬ 
tion,  the  governor  did  not  claim  to  interfei’e  with  authority.  He 
simply  expressed  an  earnest  hope  that  ministers  would  deal  equit¬ 
ably,  wisely,  and  liberally  in  the  case.  Ministers,  however,  in  a 
communication  dated  May  6,  stated  that  they  did  not  consider  a 
general  reinstatement  of  all  officers  who  had  been  discharged  to  be 
advisable.  The  course  they  had  taken  had  been  approved  by  the 
assembly.  They  insisted,  moreover,  ‘  that  the  mode  of  dealing  with 
the  civil  service  of  V  ictoria  is  purely  a  matter  of  t  ictorian  concern, 
and  that,  irrespective  of  any  interference  or  suggestion  on  the  part 
of  the  governor,  they  had  ‘  the  exclusive  right  of  dealing  with  it  on 
their  own  responsibility.’  Being  himself  persuaded,  however  erro¬ 
neously,  that  ministers  had  ample  authority  for  this  position,  his 
excellency  undertook  to  defend  it  in  a  despatch  to  the  secietary  of 
state,  dated  May  8,  1878.k 

Subsequently,  a  Mr.  Gaunt,  a  police  magistrate  whose  services 
had  been  dispensed  with  at  this  juncture,  petitioned  the  Queen  for 


1  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  p.  921. 
j  lb.  1878-79,  v.  51,  p.  491. 
For  the  contents  of  this  paper, 
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redress.  This  petition,  as  required  by  the  colonial  regulations 
(c.  7,  sec.  6),  was  duly  forwarded  through  the  governor.  In  reply, 
his  excellency  was  requested  to  notify  Mr.  Gaunt  that  the  secretary 
of  state  had  been  unable  to  advise  her  Majesty  to  take  any  action 
in  the  matter,  it  being  one  which,  under  the  colonial  constitution, 
was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  governor  and  his  executive 
council.  The  governor  afterwards  reported  that  Mr.  Gaunt,  upon 
formal  application,  had  received  the  compensation  for  loss  of  office 
to  which  he  was  legally  entitled.1 

In  answer  to  the  aforementioned  despatch  from  Governor  Bowen 
of  May  8,  1878,  Secretary  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach,  in  a  despatch  dated 
August  25,  while  disclaiming  any  desire  to  encroach  upon  the 
responsibility  of  the  local  ministers  in  matters  within  their  peculiar 
jurisdiction,  animadverted  upon  the  personal  responsibility  which 
attached  to  the  governor  in  approving  the  advice  given  as  to  the 
partial  reinstatement  of  civil  servants  who  had  been  removed  from 
office  in  January  last. 

The  question  was  undoubtedly  within  the  discretion  of  the  local 
government  ;  that  is  to  say,  of  the  governor  acting  by  and  with  the 
advice  of  his  ministers.  In  all  questions  of  a  local  nature  the 
governor  would,  as  a  general  rule,  be  guided  by  the  advice  of  his 
ministers  ;  but  he  has  a  right  to  discuss  with  them  any  topic  that 
may  arise,  and  to  express  freely  his  opinions  and  suggestions 
thereon.  Under  ordinary  circumstances,  if  satisfied  as  to  his  duty 
to  the  law  or  the  constitution,  the  governor  would  follow,  as  of 
course,  the  advice  received,  and  his  action  would  not  come  under 
the  review  of  her  Majesty’s  government. 

1  But  it  is  very  obvious  that  the  recent  removal  from  office  of  a 
large  number  of  the  civil  servants  of  Victoria  was  no  ordinary  occa¬ 
sion,  and  involved  constitutional  principles  of  great  importance  not 
only  to  Victoria,  but  (as  being  a  precedent)  to  all  colonies  living 
under  constitutions  granted  by  the  Crown  or  by  the  parliament  of 
Great  Britain.’  It  is  an  element  of  these  constitutions  to  uphold 
and  secure  a  permanent  civil  service,  only  subject  to  removal  by  the 
executive  government  for  specific  misconduct,  or  to  carry  out  a 
scheme  of  reductions  which  had  been  duly  considered  and  approved 
by  the  legislature. 

It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  case  of  the  large  number  of  civil 


1  Com.  Pap.  1878,  v.  56,  pp.  902- 
908,  926.  See  also  the  case  of  Mr. 
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servants  discharged  in  Victoria  had  not  been  dealt  with  on  these 
principles ;  but  avowedly  ‘  with  a  view  to  economise  the  funds 
at  the  disposal  of  the  government,’  and  to  enable  them  to  sur¬ 
mount  a  serious  financial  difficulty,  which  has  since  been  wholly 
removed  by  the  passing  of  the  appropriation  act. 

It  therefore  became  the  duty  of  the  governor,  before  consenting 
to  this  transaction,  to  satisfy  himself  that  the  proposed  proceeding 
was  justifiable  in  the  interests  of  the  public  at  large.  No  claim  to 
‘  exclusive  ’  responsibility  on  the  part  of  ministers  could  relieve  the 
governor  of  this  obligation.  He  would  have  done  better,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  secretary  of  state,  as  well  for  the  colony  as  in  the 
maintenance  of  the  principles  of  parliamentary  government,  had  he 
notified  his  ministers  that  he  felt  unable  to  put  his  name  to  the 
documents  directing  the  removal  of  these  officers. 

This  course  might  have  involved  the  resignation  of  the  ministry. 
But  it  might  also  have  led  to  the  adoption  of  other  and  less  objec¬ 
tionable  means  for  surmounting  the  difficulty.  If  not,  and  if  after 
their  resignation  it  became  necessary  to  recall  the  ministers  to 
office,  ‘  either  on  the  failure  of  others  to  form  an  administration,  or 
after  a  dissolution,  it  would  have  been  of  some  advantage  that  an 
opportunity  should  have  been  afforded  to  the  colony  for  the  full  and 
serious  discussion  of  the  step  proposed.’ 

This  frank  expression  of  opinion  in  regard  to  the  course  he 
should  have  pursued  was  not  intended  as  a  censure  upon  Sir  George 
Bo.ven,  whose  long  and  distinguished  public  career,  and  whose 
strenuous  efforts  to  settle  the  serious  dispute  between  the  two 
houses  in  Victoria,  were  highly  appreciated  by  her  Majesty’s 
government."1 

Before  the  receipt  of  this  despatch,  Sir  G.  Bowen,  on  June  29, 
1878,  had  written  to  the  secretary  of  state  that,  while  the  removal 
of  so  many  judicial  and  civil  officers  had  not  been  declared  illegal 
by  any  competent  colonial  authority,  although  the  question  had 
been  twice  considered  by  the  supreme  court,  on  a  test  case,  to  try 
the  legality  of  the  act  of  government  in  removing  the  county-court 
judges,  on  the  plea  that  they  did  not  hold  office  during  pleasure, 
which  had  resulted  in  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  a  majority  of 
the  court  holding  that  these  functionaries  were  removable  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  Crown,  he  had  always  considered  these  removals  to 
be  objectionable  both  on  legal  and  on  constitutional  grounds  ;  ‘  but 
that,  after  anxious  consideration  and  careful  searching  for  prece¬ 
dents,  he  believed  that  they  would  prove  a  less  formidable  evil  than 
the  practical  dismissal  of  a  ministry  possessing  an  overwhelming 
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majority  in  the  assembly  and  in  the  constituencies,  and  the  conse¬ 
quent  endangering  of  the  internal  tranquillity  of  the  colony , 
and  of  its  existing  happy  relations  with  the  Imperial  govern¬ 
ment.’  n 

In  fact,  owing  in  great  measure  to  the  restraints  put  upon  the 
aggressive  action  of  his  ministers  by  Governor  Bowen,  only  sixty 
individuals  were  permanently  displaced,  out  of  a  ch  il  service  num¬ 
bering  1,626  persons  ;  and  these  individuals  received  45,000Z.  in 
compensation  for  the  loss  of  office,  and  3,500 1.  in  annual  ietiiing 
allowances.  Moreover,  the  civil  service  of  Victoria  was  notoriously 
overgrown,  and  there  had  long  been  a  demand  for  its  reduction,  and 
especially  for  the  removal  of  certain  incompetent  and  superfluous 
officials.  Had  parliament  been  dissolved  upon  this  question, 
Governor  Bowen  believed  that  it  would  have  strengthened  ministers, 
and  reduced  the  small  band  of  the  opposition.  In  this  event,  there 
was  reason  to  fear  that  the  entire  civil  service  would  have  been  dis¬ 
missed  and  replaced,  after  the  American  fashion,  by  partisans  of 
the  Berry  administration. 

In  a  further  despatch,  dated  November  22,  1878,  Governor  Bowen 
replied  to  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach’s  despatch  of  August  25.  His  term 
of  service  in  Victoria  having  nearly  expired,  and  he  being  about  to 
assume  another  governorship,  he  took  occasion  to  recount  the  leading 
events  of  his  administration,  and  to  explain  the  principles  which 
had  actuated  him  in  his  government  of  the  colony,  during  the  con¬ 
tinuance  of  the  existing  difficulties. 

He  remarks  in  this  despatch,  that  Mr.  Berry’s  ministry  was 
‘  the  most  powerful  ministry  hitherto  known  in  Australia,’  and 
that  ‘  it  was  universally  agreed  that  so  strong  was  the  feeling  in  the 
country  during  the  late  parliamentary  crisis  that  a  dissolution  on 
the  question  of  the  reduction  in  the  civil  service  could  have  had  no 
result  but  to  restore  Mr.  Berry  and  his  friends  to  power,  with 
greatly  increased  strength,  and  regarding  the  governor  “  as  an 
aggressor  and  beaten  foe,”  and  thus  deprive  him  of  the  moderating 
influence  by  the  use  of  which  I  have  been  able  to  avert  many  evils.’ 
Sir  G.  Bowen  adds  :  ‘  It  would  be  an  act  of  perilous  infatuation  in 
any  colonial  governor  to  remove,  solely  because  he  personally  dis¬ 
agreed  with  them  on  a  measure  of  colonial  policy,  not  repugnant  to 
law  nor  to  Imperial  interests,  a  ministry  trusted  by  parliament  ;  un¬ 
less  indeed  he  were  well  assured  that  he  would  be  able  to  replace 
them,  either  before  or  after  a  dissolution,  by  a  new  ministry,  com¬ 
manding  at  least  a  working  majority.’ 
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While  admitting  it  to  be  the  paramount  duty  of  a  colonial 
governor  to  carry  out,  loyally,  his  instructions  from  her  Majesty’s 
secretary  of  state,  Governor  Bowen  begged  leave  respectfully  to  re¬ 
present  that  he  had  pursued,  under  very  trying  circumstances,  as  he 
believed  the  only  possible  course,  and  one  most  in  harmony  with  the 
spirit  of  his  instructions,  and  with  the  precedents  established  by 
other  governors  throughout  the  Queen’s  dominions. 

In  a  postscript  to  this  despatch,  Governor  Bowen  explains  that 
he  had,  on  a  former  occasion,  conveyed  a  wrong  impression  to  the 
colonial  secretary,  in  representing  that  his  ministers  deemed  his 
action  ‘  in  even  questioning  the  course  taken  with  regard  to  ’  the 
dismissal  of  certain  public  officers  as  being,  ‘  to  some  extent,  an 
interference  with  the  due  course  of  responsible  government.’ 
Ministers  had  requested  him  to  state  that  they  ‘  entirely  disclaim  ’ 
any  such  opinions.  In  fact,  ‘  they  have  never  resisted  my  constant 
practice  of  discussing  with  them,  as  with  all  preceding  ministers,  all 
public  topics  whatsoever,  and  of  recommending  the  withdrawal  or 
modification  of  all  measures  which  I  may  deem  objectionable.  They 
have  always  been  ready  to  defer  to  my  opinion  on  matters  of  Im¬ 
perial  interest,  and  also  (I  may  add)  on  many  questions  of  local 
policy,  in  which  they  were  not  fettered  by  convictions  previously 
expressed,  or  by  party  and  parliamentary  exigencies.’  p 

The  secretary  of  state,  in  replying  to  this  despatch,  on 
February  17,  1879,  expresses  his  regret  that  the  arguments  therein 
contained  had  not  sufficed  to  change  his  opinion  in  disapprobation 
of  Governor  Bowen’s  conduct  in  respect  to  the  removal  of  the 
judicial  and  civil  servants  in  Victoria.  A  non-compliance  with  the 
advice  of  his  ministers,  on  this  occasion,  would  not  necessarily  have 
led  to  their  resignation,  and  might  have  induced  them  to  agree  to 
a  less  objectionable  measure  to  meet  the  temporary  financial  diffi¬ 
culty.  His  excellency’s  despatch,  however,  with  the  other  papers 
on  the  subject,  should  be  published,  as  being  explanatory  of  the 
views  and  principles  which  had  governed  his  actions  in  a  position  of 
much  difficulty.  The  assurance  that  the  Victorian  ministers  dis¬ 
claimed  the  opinion  that  the  action  of  the  governor,  in  questioning 
the  course  they  had  taken  in  this  matter,  was  an  interference  with 
the  due  course  of  responsible  government  had  been  received  by  the 
secretary  of  state  with  much  satisfaction. i 

Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach  conveyed  to  Governor  Bowen,  in  this 
despatch,  his  desire  that  the  voluminous  correspondence  in  reference 
to  the  constitutional  question  in  Victoria  should  now  close.  In 
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fact,  before  the  final  despatch  from  the  secretary  of  state  could 
reach  Sir  George  Bowen,  his  successor  had  arrived,  and  he  himself 
had  received  another  appointment,  as  governor  of  Mauritius.  It 
will  be  necessary  for  us,  however,  to  retrace  our  steps,  and  note  the 
new  phase  which  this  great  controversy  assumed,  upon  the  reas¬ 
sembling  of  the  Victorian  parliament. 

On  July  9,  1878,  the  second  session  of  the  ninth  parliament  of 
Victoria  was  opened  by  his  excellency  Sir  George  Bowen.  In  the 
speech  from  the  throne,  mention  was  made  of  the  disputes  between 
the  two  houses  in  the  interpretation  of  their  several  powers  under 
the  constitution  act,  whereby,  on  four  distinct  occasions,  the 
machinery  of  legislation  had  been  brought  to  a  standstill  j  and  an 
amendment  to  the  constitution  was  suggested,  as  essential  to  the 
final  adjustment  of  the  legislative  functions  of  the  council  and  the 
assembly. 

On  July  17  a  ministerial  bill  for  this  purpose  was  submitted  to 
the  assembly  by  Mr.  Berry,  the  premier.  It  proposed  that  all 
money  and  tax  bills  passed  by  the  assembly,  if  not  concurred  in  by 
the  council  within  one  month,  should  be  deemed  to  have  received 
the  assent  of  that  house,  and  should  be  presented  to  the  governor 
for  the  royal  assent;  and  that  all  other  bills  passed  in  two  consecu¬ 
tive  sessions  by  the  assembly  shall,  if  rejected  by  the  council,  in 
like  manner  become  law — except  that,  at  the  request  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  council,  any  such  bills  may  be  submitted  to  a  popular  vote  of 
the  electors  of  the  assembly,  and,  if  approved  at  a  general  poll,  shall 
be  tendered  for  the  royal  assent.1- 

In  despatches  dated  October  31  and  November  28,  1878, 
Governor  Bowen  reported  to  the  secretary  of  state  that  the  two 
houses  of  parliament  had  been  unable  to  agree  upon  the  foregoing 
or  any  other  measure  of  constitutional  reform.  The  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  question  had  accordingly  been  postponed  until  the 
next  session,  to  be  held  in  the  summer  of  1879.  Meanwhile,  a 
parliamentary  delegation,  which  should  include  the  premier  (Mr. 
Graham  Berry),  would  proceed  to  England  to  confer  with  her 
Majesty’s  government  on  the  subject.3 

The  legislative  council  at  this  session  did  not  refuse  to  pass  the 
appropriation  bill,  although  it  contained  an  item  granting  3,000/. 
to  defray  the  expense  of  the  proposed  delegation.  But  they 
addressed  a  protest  and  a  manifesto  to  the  governor  against  the 
mission  and  its  professed  object,  in  which  they  vindicated  the 
course  they  had  pursued  since  the  introduction  of  responsible 
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government,  and  justified  their  opposition  to  the  plans  of  the  domi¬ 
nant  party  in  the  assembly.  They  deprecated  the  adoption  of  any 
measure  which  would  destroy  the  present  constitution  of  Victoria, 
and  substitute  one  legislative  chamber  for  two  ;  and  they  urged 
that  the  intended  reform  bill  should  be  first  submitted  to  the  con¬ 
stituencies  of  the  assembly  for  their  verdict  thereon  before  it  was 
decided  upon  in  the  local  parliament.  The  attorney-general,  how¬ 
ever,  advised  the  governor  that  this  protest  did  not  in  any  degree 
invalidate  or  hinder  the  proposed  delegation  which  would  be  sent 
on  behalf  of  the  executive  government  and  with  the  sanction  of  the 
assembly.4 

Parliament  was  prorogued  on  December  6,  1878.  The  session 
had  not  been  unproductive  of  useful  legislation  ;  but  no  progress 
had  been  made  towards  the  solution  of  the  important  question  of 
constitutional  reform.  In  the  closing  speech  from  the  throne 
reference  was  made  to  the  ministerial  deputation  to  confer  with  the 
Imperial  authorities  respecting  existing  defects  in  the  constitution 
act,  with  a  view  to  the  satisfactory  adjustment  of  the  relations 
between  the  council  and  the  assembly. 

In  contravention  of  the  remonstrance  from  the  legislative 
council,  the  governor  was  requested  by  ministers,  in  December, 
1878,  to  solicit  attention  to  an  address  from  the  assembly  to  the 
Queen,  adopted  in  the  preceding  February,  wherein  would  be  found 
the  view  of  the  situation  entertained  by  that  chamber.  In  this 
address  the  council  was  charged  with  reckless  and  unconstitutional 
proceedings  in  endeavouring  to  limit  ‘  the  exclusive  right  to  initiate 
taxation  and  appropriation  ’  which  constitutionally  appertains 
to  the  assembly,  while  the  legislative  council  are  expressly 
debarred  from  amending  any  such  measures.  The  address 
further  states  that,  in  spite  of  repeated  remonstrances,  the 
council  ‘  persist  in  claiming  and  attempting  to  exercise  a  power 
in  financial  questions  far  beyond  that  exercised  by  the  house  of  lords.’ 
And  that,  in  reflecting  upon  the  conduct  of  the  governor  during  the 
continuance  of  this  crisis,  the  legislative  council  had  ignored  funda¬ 
mental  constitutional  maxims  which  assign  to  the  sworn  councillors 
of  the  Crown  the  responsibility  for  all  public  acts  of  a  sovereign  or 
a  governor,  and  refuse  to  place  any  personal  or  individual  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  same  on  the  Crown  or  its  representative.11 

At  the  same  time  the  governor  transmitted  to  the  secretary  of 
state  a  ministerial  memorandum  commenting  upon  the  aforesaid 
manifesto  from  the  legislative  council.  This  memorandum  alleged 


1  Com.  Pap.  1878-79,  v.  51,  pp.  505-516,  527,  528. 
u  lb.  p.  516. 


Disputes 
in  Vic¬ 
toria. 


Unsatis¬ 
factory 
relations 
between 
the  two 
houses. 


742  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Disputes 
in  Vic¬ 
toria. 


Minis¬ 
terial  de¬ 
putation 
to 

England. 


that  the  council,  since  its  establishment  in  1854,  had  obstructed 
general  legislation  by  rejecting  over  eighty  bills,  and  so  amending 
upwards  of  twenty  others  that  they  had  been  abandoned  by  the 
assembly.  It  pointed  to  the  absolute  need  of  a  radical  reform  in 
the  constitution  of  the  council  as  the  only  means  of  bringing  it  into 
harmony  with  the  assembly  ;  and  it  declared  that  the  proper  func¬ 
tions  of  a  second  house  were  ‘  to  offer  counsel  and  to  give  time  for 
deliberation  ’  ;  while  both  counsel  and  delay  would  be  most  readily 
appreciated  if  it  was  understood  that  resistance  had  its  limit  and 
could  not  be  protracted  beyond  a  definite  period/ 

It  was  in  anticipation  of  the  resolve  of  the  legislative  council  to 
refuse  their  assent  to  the  government  scheme  for  the  amendment  of 
the  constitution  act  that  the  local  ministry  had  concluded  to 
despatch  two  of  their  number  to  England,  to  obtain  an  act  of  the 
Imperial  parliament  to  amend  the  constitution  in  the  direction 
above  explained.  So  far  back  as  on  August  6,  1878,  Governor  Bowen 
forwarded  to  the  secretary  of  state,  but  without  comment,  A 
ministerial  memorandum  in  which  this  determination  was  ex¬ 
pressed. 

Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach,  in  a  despatch  dated  October  1,  1878, 
written  for  the  information  of  ministers,  plainly  stated  that,  in  his 
opinion,  no  sufficient  cause  had  yet  been  shown  for  the  proposed 
intervention  of  the  Imperial  parliament.  However  justifiable  as  a 
last  resort,  and  as  the  only  way  to  give  effect  to  the  deliberately 
expressed  will  of  the  people  of  Victoria,  it  is  evident  that  the 
present  proposal  is  altogether  new  and  includes  changes,  such  as  the 
plebiscite,  which  has  never  been  directly  submitted  to  the  con¬ 
stituencies  at  a  general  election.  Under  these  circumstances  the 
rejection  of  this  scheme  by  the  legislative  council  would  not  justify 
so  exceptional  a  course  as  an  application  to  the  Imperial  parliament 
to  alter,  without  the  previous  assent  of  the  Victorian  legislature,  a 
constitution  originally  framed  in  the  colony,  and  merely  confirmed 
by  an  Imperial  act. 

The  secretary  of  state,  however,  expressed  his  willingness  to 
receive  any  deputation  on  the  subject,  hoping  to  be  able  to  agree 
with  them  upon  certain  principles,  as  a  basis  for  the  future  settle¬ 
ment  of  this  difficult  question,  which  might  prove  generally  accept¬ 
able  to  all  parties.w 

This  despatch  did  not  arrive  until  after  the  question  had  been 
disposed  of  by  the  Victoria  assembly.  It  was  at  once  published, 
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however,  in  the  ‘  Official  Gazette.’  Governor  Bowen,  in  a  despatch 
of  December  27,  1878,  declared  his  entire  agreement  in  the  opinions 
therein  expressed,  and  stated  it  to  be  his  own  conviction  that  public 
opinion  in  Victoria  was  still  undecided  on  the  subject,  though 
inclining  to  a  reaction  against  extreme  views  on  either  side.  In 
one  respect,  however,  he  thought  the  intended  mission  was  satisfac¬ 
tory.  A  few  years  ago,  the  assembly  had  vehemently  repudiated 
the  idea  of  Imperial  interference,  regarding  it  as  an  infringement  of 
the  rights  of  local  self-government,  whereas  now  the  counsel  and  aid 
of  the  Imperial  government  is  directly  invited. 

Believing  that  a  spirit  of  compromise  and  of  mutual  forbearance 
was  essential  to  the  harmonious  working  of  two  deliberative  cham¬ 
bers,  Governor  Bowen  was  also  inclined  to  think  that  a  nominated 
second  chamber  was  preferable  to  one  constituted  upon  the  elective 
principle.  He  was  of  opinion  that  the  adoption  of  the  nominative 
system,  with  certain  restrictions  and  safeguards,  would  ultimately 
be  accepted  in  Victoria,  as  the  best  practicable  escape  from  past 
difficulties  and  dangers.  A  nominated  chamber  would  never  claim 
to  be  ‘a  second  house  of  commons,’  but  Avoulcl  naturally  imitate  the 
wisdom  and  forbearance  of  the  house  of  lords,  in  its  attitude 
towards,  and  transactions  with,  the  other  house  of  the  Imperial 
parliament.  And  with  authority  to  the  executive  government  to 
add  fresh  members,  in  extreme  cases,  a  nominated  chamber  would 
be  endowed  with  a  safety-valve  against  prolonged  collisions, 
analogous  to  the  power  of  dissolving  the  popular  chamber.  Sir 
George  Bowen’s  convictions  on  this  subject  were  the  result  of  long 
experience  in  colonial  governments,  and  were  confirmed  by  his 
belief  that,  in  colonies  possessing  a  nominated  upper  house,  there 
had  never  been  any  serious  collisions  between  the  two  chambers. x 

Soon  after  the  close  of  the  session,  the  ministerial  delegation, 
consisting  of  Mr.  Graham  Berry  (the  premier)  and  Mr.  C.  H.  Pear¬ 
son,  proceeded  to  England.  Upon  their  arrival,  Mr.  Berry  wrote 
to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  referring  to  his  despatch, 
above  mentioned,  of  October  1,  1878.  This  despatch  did  not  reach 
Victoria  until  after  the  prorogation  of  parliament,  otherwise  it 
would  have  received  consideration  in  parliament.  The  electorate 
in  Victoria  were  agreed  as  to  the  necessity  for  a  reform  which 
should  empower  the  representative  chamber  to  give  effect  to  the 
will  of  the  people,  without  being  controlled,  as  at  present,  by  the 
veto  of  the  upper  house.  Ministers  had  therefore  decided  to  apply 
to  the  Imperial  parliament  for  an  alteration  of  the  60th  section 
of  the  constitution  act,  so  as  to  enable  the  legislative  assembly  to 
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enact,  in  two  consecutive  sessions,  with  a  general  election  interven¬ 
ing,  a  measure  for  the  reform  of  the  constitution.  Such  an  amend¬ 
ment  was  urgently  needed,  as  it  is  believed  that  no  ministry  can 
carry  on  the  Queen’s  government  satisfactorily  in  Victoria  if  some 
solution  to  the  present  difficulties  be  not  provided. 

On  -January  25,  1879,  Governor  Bowen  addressed  another  de¬ 
spatch  to  the  secretary  of  state,  wherein  he  referred  to  his  official 
career  in  Australasia  during  the  past  twenty  years  as  governor,  in 
succession,  of  three  great  colonies,  and  to  his  inflexible  adherence, 
whilst  in  Victoria,  to  the  constitutional  rule  of  giving  a  fair  and 
just  support,  in  all  matters  not  repugnant  to  law  or  to  Imperial 
interests,  to  his  ministers  for  the  time  being.  He  also  declared  his 
belief  that  a  reaction  had  commenced  in  the  colony  against  the 
violence  of  extremists  on  both  sides,  which  would  eventually  compel 
an  amicable  settlement  of  the  present  controversy. 

On  February  21,  the  day  before  he  left  for  his  new  government 
(the  Mauritius),  Sir  George  Bowen  sent  final  despatches  to  the 
colonial  secretary,  enclosing  copies  of  numerous  farewell  addresses, 
from  various  parts  of  Victoria,  expressing  approval  of  his  public 
conduct,  and  regret  at  his  departure. 

Frequent  conferences  were  held  at  the  colonial  office  in  London 
between  the  Victorian  delegates  and  the  secretary  of  state,  and  the 
result  of  these  deliberations  was  embodied  in  a  despatch  addressed 
to  the  Marquis  of  Normanby,  who  replaced  Sir  G.  Bowen  as  governor 
of  Victoria.^  A  copy  of  this  despatch  was  confidentially  communi¬ 
cated  beforehand  to  Mr.  Berry  for  the  information  of  the  delegates. 
The  great  importance  of  this  state  paper  as  an  expression  of  the 
views  of  her  Majesty’s  government  upon  the  leading  points  of 
difference  between  the  two  houses  in  Victoria,  justifies  us  in  pre¬ 
senting  it  to  our  readers  without  abridgment.  It  is  as  follows  : — 


Downing  Street :  May  3,  1879. 

My  Lord, — In  his  despatch  of  December  27,  1878, z  Sir  George 
Bowen  informed  me  that  the  legislative  assembly  of  Victoria  had 
authorised  Mr.  Graham  Berry,  the  chief  secretary  and  prime  minister, 
and  Mr.  Pearson,  a  member  of  tbe  assembly,  to  proceed  to  London, 
as  commissioners  or  delegates,  to  solicit  my  advice  and  assistance, 
and  to  lay  before  me  the  views  on  the  political  affairs  of  Victoria 
entertained  by  the  majority  of  the  assembly  ;  and  by  the  same  mail 
he  forwarded  to  me  a  statement  that  had  been  adopted  by  the 
council,  and  other  documents  bearing  upon  the  case.  Shortly  after 
the  arrival  of  Mr.  Berry  and  Mr.  Pearson  in  England,  I  received 
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them  at  this  office,  and  Mr.  Berry  then  left  with  me  the  letter,  of  Imperial 
which  I  enclose  a  copy.  The  objects  of  their  mission  have  been  ^®sPatclt 
since  fully  discussed  between  us  at  several  interviews,  and  I  will  Victoria 
now  proceed  to  convey  to  you  the  opinion  which  her  Majesty’s  disputes, 
government  have  formed  upon  the  important  question  at  issue,  after 
full  consideration  of  the  statements  that  have  been  placed  before 
them  on  behalf  of  the  government  and  assembly  of  Victoria  on  the 
one  side,  and  of  the  council  on  the  other. 

In  a  memorandum  dated  August  6,  1878,  Sir  George  Bowen’s 
ministers  had  anticipated  that  they  might  be  ‘compelled  to  despatch 
to  England,  on  behalf  of  and  with  the  express  sanction  of  the 
legislative  assembly,  commissioners  chosen  from  leading  members  of 
that  house,  to  lay  before  her  Majesty’s  Imperial  government  the 
matured  result  of  its  deliberation’  on  constitutional  reform,  ‘with  a 
view  to  get  that  result  embodied  in  an  act  of  the  Imperial  legisla¬ 
ture.’  On  the  receipt  of  that  memorandum  I  lost  no  time  in  placing 
before  the  Victorian  government  the  considerations  which  disposed 
me  to  the  opinion  that  no  sufficient  cause  had  been  shown  for  the 
intervention  of  the  Imperial  parliament  in  the  manner  suggested. 

The  request  urged  by  Mr.  Berry,  in  his  letter  of  February  26, 
that  parliament  should,  ‘  by  a  simple  alteration  of  the  sixtieth  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  constitutional  act  of  Victo?'ia,  enable  the  legislative 
assembly  to  enact,  in  two  distinct  annual  sessions,  with  a  general 
election  intervening,  any  measure  for  the  reform  of  the  constitution,’ 
is,  in  my  opinion,  even  more  open  to  objection  than  the  proposal  I 
understood  him  to  convey  in  his  memorandum  of  August  6.  But  it 
is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  merits  of  this  or  any  other  proposal, 
for,  though  fully  recognising  the  confidence  in  the  mother  country 
evinced  by  the  reference  of  so  important  a  question  for  the  counsel 
and  aid  of  the  Imperial  government,  I  still  feel  that  the  circum¬ 
stances  do  not  yet  justify  any  Imperial  legislation  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  that  constitution  act  by  which  self-government  in  the  form 
which  Victoria  desired  was  conceded  to  her,  and  by  which  the 
power  of  amending  the  constitution  was  expressly,  and  as  an  essen¬ 
tial  incident  of  self-government,  vested  in  the  colonial  legislature 
with  the  consent  of  the  Crown.  The  intervention  of  the  Imperial 
parliament  would  not,  in  my  opinion,  be  justifiable,  except  in  an 
extreme  emergency,  and  in  compliance  with  the  urgent  desire  of  the 
people  of  the  colony  when  all  available  efforts  on  their  part  had 
been  exhausted.  But  it  would,  even  if  thus  justified,  be  attended 
with  much  difficulty  and  risk,  and  be  in  itself  a  matter  for  grave 
regret.  It  would  be  held  to  involve  an  admission  that  the  great 
colony  of  Victoria  was  compelled  to  ask  the  Imperial  parliament 
to  resume  a  power  which,  desiring  to  promote  her  welfare  and 
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believing  in  her  capacity  for  self-government,  the  Imperial  parlia¬ 
ment  had  voluntarily  surrendered,  and  that  this  request  was  made 
because  the  leaders  of  political  parties,  from  a  general  want  of 
the  moderation  and  sagacity  essential  to  the  success  of  constitu¬ 
tional  government,  had  failed  to  agree  upon  any  compromise  for 
enabling  the  business  of  the  colonial  parliament  to  be  carried  on. 

It  is,  nevertheless,  important  that  the  question  should  be  settled 
as  soon  as  possible  where  it  can  properly  be  dealt  with — that  is,  in 
the  colonial  parliament  ;  and  I  shall  be  glad  if,  by  the  observations 
which  I  am  about  to  make,  I  can  remove  some  part  of  the  mis¬ 
understanding  which  has  been  amongst  the  chief  obstacles  to  such  a 
settlement. 

Following  the  generally  accepted  precedent,  the  constitution  act 
of  Victoria  established  two  legislative  chambers — the  council  and 
assembly — and  laid  down,  to  a  certain  extent,  their  mutual  re¬ 
lations  ;  of  which,  it  appears  to  me,  a  better  definition  rather  than 
an  alteration  is  now  required.  For,  as  no  party  in  Victoria  desires 
to  abolish  the  council,  I  feel  confident  that  there  can  be  no  wish,  in 
the  words  of  your  ministers,  to  ‘  reduce  it  to  a  sham,’  or,  by 
depriving  it  of  the  powers  which  properly  belong  to  a  second 
chamber,  to  confer  on  the  assembly  a  complete  practical  supremacy, 
uncontrolled  even  by  that  sense  of  sole  responsibility  which  might 
exert  a  beneficial  infiuence  on  the  action  of  a  single  chamber.  Nor 
can  I  suppose  that  the  extreme  view  of  the  position  of  the  council, 
which  it  has  recently  to  a  great  extent  itself  disclaimed,  can  be 
supported  by  any  who  have  sufficiently  examined  the  subject. 

The  recent  differences  between  the  two  houses  of  Victoria,  like 
the  most  serious  of  those  which  have  preceded  it,  turned  upon  the 
ultimate  control  of  finance.  I  observe  that  the  address  of  the 
legislative  assembly  of  February  14,  1878,  dwells  almost  exclusively 
on  the  necessity  of  securing  to  that  house  sufficient  financial  con¬ 
trol  to  enable  adequate  supplies  to  be  provided  for  the  public  ser¬ 
vice,  and  it  is  prominently  urged  in  Mr.  Berry’s  letter  of  February  26, 
in  proof  of  the  necessity  for  finding  some  solution  of  the  present 
constitutional  difficulty,  that  ‘  scarcely  a  year  passes  but  it  becomes 
a  question  whether  the  supplies  necessary  for  the  Queen’s  service 
will  be  granted.’  But  this  difficulty  would  not  arise  if  the  two 
houses  of  Victoria  were  guided  in  this  matter,  as  in  others,  by  the 
practice  of  the  Imperial  parliament,  the  council  following  the 
practice  of  the  house  of  lords,  and  the  assembly  that  of  the  house 
of  commons.  I  he  assembly,  like  the  house  of  commons,  would 
claim  and  in  practice  exercise  the  right  of  granting  aids  and  sup¬ 
plies  to  the  Crown,  of  limiting  the  matter,  manner,  measure,  and 
time  of  such  grants,  and  of  so  framing  bills  of  supply  that  these 
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rights  should  be  maintained  inviolate  ;  and  as  it  would  refrain  from 
annexing  to  a  bill  of  aid  or  supply  any  clause  or  clauses  of  a  nature 
foreign  to  or  different  from  the  matter  of  such  a  bill,  so  the 
council  would  refrain  from  any  steps  so  injurious  to  the  public  ser¬ 
vice  as  the  rejection  of  an  appropriation  bill. 

It  would  be  well  if  the  two  houses  in  Victoria,  accepting  the 
view  which  I  have  thus  indicated  of  their  mutual  relations  in  this 
important  part  of  their  work,  would  maintain  it  in  future  by  such 
a  general  understanding  as  would  be  most  in  harmony  with  the 
spirit  of  constitutional  government.  But,  after  all  that  has  passed, 
it  may  be  considered  necessary  to  define  those  relations  more  closely 
than  has  been  attempted  here,  and  this  might  be  effected  either  by 
adopting  a  joint  standing  order,  as  was  proposed  in  1867,  or  by 
legislation.  Of  these,  the  former  would  seem  to  be  the  preferable 
course,  for  there  might  be  no  slight  difficulty  in  framing  a  statute 
to  declare  the  conditions  under  which  one  house  of  parlia¬ 
ment,  in  a  colony  having  two  houses,  should  exercise  or  refrain 
from  exercising  the  powers  which,  though  conferred  upon  it,  must 
not  always  be  asserted.  But  I  must  add  that  the  clearest  definition 
of  the  relative  position  of  the  two  houses,  however  arrived  at,  would 
not  suffice  to  prevent  collisions,  unless  interpreted  with  that  discre¬ 
tion  and  mutual  forbearance  which  has  been  so  often  exemplified  in 
the  history  of  the  Imperial  parliament. 

If,  however,  it  should  be  felt  that  the  respective  positions  of  the 
two  houses  in  matters  of  taxation  and  appropriation  can  only  be 
defined  by  an  amendment  of  the  constitution  act,  there  may  be 
other  points — such  as  the  proposal  to  enact  that  a  dissolution  of 
parliament  shall  apply  to  the  legislative  council  as  wrell  as  the 
assembly — that  might  usefully  be  considered  at  the  same  time  j  but 
I  refrain  from  discussing  them  now,  feeling  that  their  merits  can 
best  be  appreciated  in  the  colony  itself. 

It  has  been  urged  that  some  legislation  is  necessary  to  ensure 
mechanically  the  termination,  after  reasonable  discussion  and  delay, 
of  a  prolonged  difference  between  the  two  houses  upon  questions 
not  connected  with  finance.  I  do  not  yet  like  to  admit  that  the 
council  of  Victoria  will  not,  like  similar  bodies  in  other  great 
colonies,  without  any  such  stringent  measure,  recognise  its  consti¬ 
tutional  position,  and  so  transact  its  business  that  the  wishes  of  the 
people,  as  clearly  and  repeatedly  expressed,  should  ultimately  pre¬ 
vail  ;  nor  have  I  yet  seen  any  suggestion  for  such  legislation  which 
I  can  deem  free  from  objection. 

I  hope  that  the  views  which  I  have  expressed  may  not  be  with¬ 
out  influence  in  securing  such  a  mutual  agreement  between  the  twTo 
houses  as  to  remove  any  necessity  for  Imperial  legislation  \  and  that, 
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as  both  parties  profess  to  desire  only  what  is  reasonable,  and  as 
there  has  been  now  an  interval  for  reflection,  a  satisfactory  and 
enduring  solution  of  the  difficulty  may  be  arrived  at  in  the  colony. 
The  course  of  action  which  her  Majesty’s  government  might  adopt, 
should  this  hope  unfortunately  be  disappointed,  must  in  a  great 
degree  depend  upon  the  circumstances  which  may  then  exist  ;  but 
I  can  hardly  anticipate  that  the  Imperial  parliament  will  consent  to 
disturb  in  any  way,  at  the  instance  of  one  house  of  the  colonial 
legislature,  the  settlement  embodied  in  the  constitution  act,  unless 
the  council  should  refuse  to  concur  with  the  assembly  in  some 
reasonable  proposal  for  regulating  the  future  relations  of  the  two 
houses  in  financial  matters  in  accordance  with  the  high  constitu¬ 
tional  precedent  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  should  persist  in 
such  refusal  after  the  proposals  of  the  assembly  for  that  purpose, 
an  appeal  having  been  made  to  the  constituencies  on  the  subject, 
has  been  ratified  by  the  country,  and  again  sent  up  by  the  assembly 
for  the  consideration  of  the  council. 

I  have,  &c., 

(Signed)  M.  E.  Hicks-Beach. 

The  Most  Honourable  the  Marquis  of  Normanby. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  preceding  despatch,  while 
it  suggests  a  reasonable  method  of  solving  the  con¬ 
stitutional  question  which  had  for  so  long  a  period 
distracted  the  public  mind  in  Victoria,  abstains  from 
endorsing  the  opinion  so  emphatically  expressed  by 
Sir  George  Bowen,  that  a  change  in  the  composition 
of  the  legislative  council  by  the  adoption  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  nomination  in  lieu  of  that  of  election  was 
desirable. 

This  omission  is  significant.  It  implies  that  in  the 
judgment  of  her  Majesty’s  government  no  such  change 
would  suffice  to  remedy  existing  evils,  and  to  establish 
harmonious  relations  between  the  two  chambers  in 
Victoria.  The  experience  of  other  British  colonies,  not 
only  in  Australia  but  elsewhere  throughout  the  empire, 
does  not  corroborate  Sir  George  Bowen’s  idea  that 
colonies  possessing  a  nominated  upper  house  are  exempt 
from  serious  disputes  as  to  the  relative  rights  and  privi¬ 
leges  of  the  two  branches  of  the  legislature,  especially 
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in  matters  of  supply.  A  nominated  upper  chamber, 
though  undoubtedly  preferable  in  certain  respects  to  an 
elected  body,  constitutes  no  efficient  or  effectual  check 
to  democratic  ascendency ;  and  it  is  obviously  not  in 
this  direction  that  we  may  expect  to  find  the  point  of 
agreement  which  shall  reconcile  the  conflicting  claims 
of  colonial  legislative  bodies.  New  South  Wales,  the 
dominion  of  Canada,  and  Queensland  severally  possess 
a  nominated  upper  house,  and  yet  difficulties  similar  to 
those  which  have  so  long  agitated  Victoria  are  not 
unknown  in  these  colonies. 

In  Queensland,  on  October  3,  1866,  the  legislative 
council  passed  an  address  to  the  governor  representing 
that  the  existing  system  of  providing  for  the  salaries 
and  contingent  expenses  of  their  establishment,  by  an 
annual  vote,  was  calculated  to  impair  the  dignity  and 
independence  of  the  legislative  council  as  possessing 
co-ordinate  jurisdiction  with  the  popular  chamber,  and 
to  provoke  collisions  between  the  two  houses  ;  that  the 
legislative  council  ought  to  be  exclusively  empowered 
to  form  and  control  its  own  establishment — a  right 
which  is  practically  acknowledged  in  the  Imperial 
parliament  and  in  the  colonies  of  South  Australia, 
Tasmania,  and  Victoria,  where  the  legislative  council 
establishments  are  regulated  by  statutory  enactments, 
and  requesting  his  excellency  to  cause  to  be  submitted 
to  parliament  a  bill,  based  on  the  last  estimates  for 
such  services,  to  make  permanent  provision  for  such 
expenditure.  On  October  17  the  legislative  council 
were  informed  that  this  matter  would  be  earnestly 
considered  by  ministers  during  the  recess. a  On  July  25, 
1872  (no  change  of  practice  having  been  meanwhile 
introduced),  the  legislative  council  passed  another 
similar  address  to  the  governor,  representing  that  for  a 
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1  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1866,  pp.  101,  123. 
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part  of  the  current  year  no  provision  had  been  made 
for  the  necessary  expenditure  of  their  establishment, 
and  urging  the  expediency  of  providing  for  the  same 
by  permanent  enactment.  No  answer  was  reported  to 
this  address. b 

On  September  2,  1875,  the  legislative  council  re¬ 
solved  that  the  making  of  any  alteration  in  the  esti¬ 
mates  sent  in  for  the  official  establishment  of  the 
council  was  a  breach  of  its  privileges.  This  resolution 
was  transmitted  to  the  governor,  with  a  request  that  the 
amount  required  should  be  included  in  a  supplementary 
estimate.  On  September  8  the  governor  replied  that 
the  matters  involved  in  the  preceding  message  would 
be  considered  by  ministers  during  the  recess  and  sub¬ 
mitted  to  parliament  next  session.0  Pursuant  to  a 
report  of  the  standing  orders  committee  in  September 
1877,  recapitulating  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  legislative 
council  of  Queensland  resolved  to  adhere  to  the  claims  as¬ 
serted  in  the  preceding  addresses,  the  request  therein  not 
having  been  complied  with.  They  accordingly  passed 
another  address  to  the  governor  recapitulating  their 
complaint,  setting  forth  that,  under  the  constitution 
act,  both  houses  were  co-equal  and  co-ordinate  in 
legislation,  save  onlv  that  the  initiation  of  tax  and 
appropriation  bills  was  assigned  to  the  legislative 
assembly ;  but  that,  nevertheless,  the  legislative  council 
had  acquiesced  in  practice  to  follow  the  tacit  arrange¬ 
ment  existing  between  the  two  houses  of  the  Imperial 
parliament,  only  that  the  assembly  must  refrain  from 
interfering  by  alteration  with  the  necessary  expenditure 
for  the  establishment  of  the  council,  an  unwarrantable 
act  which  had  been  repeated  during  the  present 
session/1 


b  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  c  lb.  1875,  pp.  107,  117. 

1872,  pp.  60, 137,771.  And  see  ante,  d  lb.  1877,  pp.  93,  102,  105,  190. 
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On  November  1,  1877,  the  legislative  council  passed 
a  new  standing  order,  directing  the  preparation  early 
in  every  session  of  an  estimate  of  the  sums  required  for 
salaries  and  contingencies  of  their  establishment,  the 
same  to  be  forwarded  by  the  clerk,  when  agreed  to  by 
the  council,  to  the  colonial  treasurer.  But  on  the  first 
day  of  the  nest  session  the  council  was  informed,  by  a 
letter  from  the  governor,  that,  pursuant  to  the  eighth 
section  of  the  constitution  act  of  1867,  his  excellency 
disapproved  of  the  same.6  Since  then  the  legislative 
council  have  passed  the  resolution  as  a  sessional 
order.f 

On  October  11,  1876,  the  legislative  assembly 
refused  to  concur  in  an  amendment  made  by  the 
legislative  council  to  the  stamp  duties  act  amendment 
bill,  because  it  repealed  an  existing  tax,  and  the 
house  was  of  opinion  that  £  the  power  of  improving, 
varying,  or  repealing  taxes  should  be  maintained  as  the 
exclusive  privilege  of  that  house,  which  is  elected  by 
the  people.’  The  legislative  council  insisted  on  their 
amendment,  ‘  because  this  house  fails  to  discover  in  the 
act  constituting  this  legislature  any  provision  giving 
such  exclusive  power  to  the  legislative  assembly.’  The 
bill  was  accordingly  dropped,  and  another  bill  was 
introduced,  which  became  law.g 

In  the  assembly  of  New  South  Wales  resolutions 
have  been  passed  at  the  instance  of  the  premier,  in  1879, 
condemning  the  action  of  the  upper  house  in  repeatedly 
rejecting  an  important  government  measure,  and  to 
remedy  this  grievance  it  has  been  proposed  to  make 
that  chamber  elective.11 

The  colony  of  New  Zealand  also  possesses  a  nomi- 


e  Queensland  Leg.  Coun.  J our. 
1877,  p.  135;  1878,  p.  4.  But  see 
ib.  pp.  77,  125. 

f  Ib.  1879,  sess.  1,  p.  12. 


«  Ib.  1876,  pp.  77,  80,  167. 
h  See  ante ,  p.  658.  The  Colo¬ 
nies  newspaper,  Aug.  16,  Sept.  13 
and  20, 1879. 
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nated  legislative  council,  and  hitherto  no  collision  has 
occurred  between  the  two  chambers,  since  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  representative  institutions,  which  has  led  to 
any  serious  results.  Nor  is  there  any  other  special 
reason  for  altering  the  constitution  of  the  upper 
chamber,  although  public  opinion  in  the  colony  has 
seemed  in  favour  at  times  of  making  the  upper  house 
an  elected  body.  On  September  18,  1878,  a  series  of 
resolutions  wTere  submitted  to  the  house  of  representa¬ 
tives,  avowedly  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  upper 
house  more  independent  by  changing  its  constitution 
from  a  nominated  to  an  elective  chamber.  It  was 
proposed  to  effect  this  alteration  gradually  as  vacancies 
should  occur  in  the  council ;  such  vacancies  to  be  filled 
up  by  the  election  of  members  by  ballot  by  the  house 
of  representatives,  but  so  that  the  number  of  the 
legislative  council  should  not  exceed  one-half  of  the 
number  of  the  lower  house.  It  was  further  proposed 
that  when  bills  have  been  rejected  in  two  successive 
sessions  by  eithfer  house,  both  houses  should  sit  together 
and  decide  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  united  body 
upon  the  question  whether  such  bills  should  pass 
and  be  presented  for  the  sanction  of  the  Crown. 
Ministers,  however,  disapproved  of  this  scheme.  The 
attorney-general  said  ‘  he  was  opposed  to  an  elected 
upper  house,  and  believed  that  it  would  become  the 
greatest  curse  to  our  constitution.’  He  had  always 
thought  ‘  that  by  having  a  nominated  legislative  council 
and  by  having  the  number  of  its  members  unlimited, 
there  was  always  an  available  power  under  the  consti¬ 
tution  act,  which  would  prevent  a  dead-lock.  Without 
such  a  power,  collisions  will  always  occur,’  as  we  see 
in  other  colonies.  After  a  debate  the  previous  question 
was  put  on  these  resolutions  and  negatived.1  But  in 


'  New  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  29,  burn’s  paper  on  ‘  Second  Chambers,’ 
p.  246.  See  also  Sir  D.  Wedder-  which,  in  the  light  of  Australian  ex- 
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the  following  year  the  Grey  administration  went  out  of 
office.  In  opposition  they  advocated  the  total  abolition  of 
the  legislative  council,  but  the  new  premier  (Mr.  Hall), 
in  an  address  to  his  constituents  on  May  26,  188ffi 
announced  his  preference  for  a  reform  of  the  upper 
chamber  in  accordance  with  the  resolutions  proposed 
in  September  187S.]  He  reiterated  this  opinion  in  the 
house  on  August  3,  1881,  in  debate  on  a  motion  (which 
did  not  pass)  in  favour  of  making  the  legislative 
council  elective.  At  the  opening  of  the  parliamentary 
session  on  June  14,  1883,  the  opinion  was  expressed, 
in  the  speech  from  the  throne,  that  the  time  was 
drawing  near  when  an  elective  might  be  substituted 
for  a  nominated  upper  house.  On  September  5,  just 
before  the  close  of  the  session,  ministers  laid  upon  the 
table  in  both  houses  a  bill  to  alter  the  constitution  of 
the  legislative  council.  They  proposed  that  the  bill 
should  be  read  during  the  recess,  discussed  next 
session,  and  disposed  of  then  or  in  the  following  year, 
after  the  country  had  been  consulted  upon  it.k  Ho 
change,  however,  was  effected,  as  a  special  committee 
appointed  to  revise  the  constitution  of  the  council 
reported  that  it  could  not  agree.1  In  1891,  when  the 
legislative  council  bill  was  before  the  house  of  represen¬ 
tatives,  an  amendment  to  make  the  upper  house  elective 
was  lost.m 

Stringent  measures  of  reform,  designed  to  restrain 
the  freedom  of  elective  legislative  councils,  have  been 


perience,  deprecates  the  introduction 
of  the  elective  principle  into  the 
upper  house,  as  being  calculated  to 
increase  the  risk  of  collision  with 
the  popular  chamber,  and  to  render 
a  collision  more  serious  when  it 
takes  place.  Nineteenth  Century, 
July  1881,  p.  62. 

•i  The  Colonies,  Aug.  13,  1881, 


p.  7. 

k  New  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  46 
pp.  582,  601. 

1  New  Zealand  Deb.  v.  53,  p.  46. 

“  This  bill  became  law,  Statutes 
1891,  No.  25.  Under  this  act  mem¬ 
bers  are  appointed  for  seven  years, 
and  may  be  reappointed. 

3  c 
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more  or  less  entertained,  not  only  in  Victoria,  but  in  two 
other  colonies  where  an  elective  upper  chamber  exists ; 
namely,  in  Tasmania  n  and  in  South  Australia.0 

In  South  Australia,  by  an  act  passed  in  1881,  the  number  of  the 
legislative  council  was  increased  from  eighteen  to  twenty-four,  and 
the  term  of  service  reduced  from  twelve  to  nine  years.  When  a  bill 
passed  by  the  assembly  is  rejected  in  two  successive  parliaments,  it  is 
made  lawful  (though  not  obligatory)  for  the  governor  to  cause  cer¬ 
tain  new  members  to  be  elected  to  the  council,  but  the  measure  must 
necessarily  be  reserved  for  Imperial  consideration.? 

We  may,  therefore,  safely  conclude  that  the  true 
remedy  for  legislative  disputes  is  to  be  found  not  in 
any  change  of  tenure  or  in  a  formal  redistribution  of 
powers  on  the  part  of  either  house,  but  in  the  general 
acceptance  by  both  houses  of  counsels  of  moderation, 
and  in  the  avoidance  by  each  of  the  assertion  of  ex¬ 
treme  rights.  It  is  to  such  a  temperate  and  forbearing 
policy  in  the  two  houses  of  the  Imperial  parliament 
towards  each  other  that  their  good  understanding  and 
cordial  co-operation  for  so  long  a  period  is  mainly 
attributable. 

When  the  parliament  of  Victoria  reassembled,  in  July,  1879, 
Mr.  Graham  Berry  introduced  into  the  legislative  assembly  a  bill, 
as  a  government  measure,  to  reform  the  constitution  of  the  colony. 
This  bill  proposed  to  confer  upon  the  legislative  assembly  absolute 
control  over  taxation  and  expenditure,  and  to  provide  that  all  public 
money  should  be  available  for  appropriation  immediately  after  it  had 
been  voted  by  the  assembly.  It  also  provided  for  the  gradual  sub- 


n  The  Colonies,  Aug.  16,  1879. 

°  lb.  Aug.  30,  Sept.  ‘20,  and  Dec.  6, 
1879.  S.  Australia  Pari.  Proc.  1879, 
Assem.  Votes,  v.  1,  pp.  5,  58. 

p  See  S.  Australia  Pari.  Proc. 
Nov.  18,  1881.  Statutes  1881,  No. 
236. 

q  But  on  the  second  reading  of 
the  reform  bill,  on  Aug.  26,  Mr. 
Berry  intimated  that  he  was  pre¬ 
pared  to  abandon  this  clause.  The 
Colonies,  Oct.  18, 1879.  He  never¬ 


theless  persisted  in  taking  a  vote  on 
this  clause,  but  only  carried  it  by  a 
majority  of  one,  after  a  very  stormy 
debate.  Ib.  Jan.  81,  1880.  Mr. 
Berry  afterwards  admitted  that  in 
England  he  found  no  encourage¬ 
ment  for  his  scheme  of  &  plebiscite. 
Leading  liberal  chiefs,  equally  with 
the  conservative  government,  were 
opposed  to  it.  The  Colonies, 
April  17,  1880,  p.  253. 
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stitution  of  a  nominee  legislative  council  in  place  of  the  present 
elective  body  ;  and  that  bills  passed  by  the  assembly  and  twice 
rejected  by  the  upper  house  should  be  referred  by  the  governor  to  a 
plebiscite ,  at  which  the  decision  of  a  majority  of  the  people  should 
be  final,  subject,  however,  to  the  assent  of  the  governor.  But  the 
third  reading  of  this  bill  having  been  voted  in  the  assembly  by 
forty-three  members  only,  being  one  less  than  the  absolute  majority 
required  by  the  constitution  act,1'  it  was  withdrawn.  Ministers  then 
advised  a  dissolution,  to  which  the  governor  consented.  The 
elections  took  place  in  February,  1880.  They  resulted  in  the  defeat 
of  the  ministry,  upon  which  the  Berry  cabinet  immediately  resigned, 
and  were  replaced  by  the  Service  administration.8  Parliament  was 
originally  summoned  to  meet  on  March  9,  but  was  afterwards 
postponed  until  May  11.  The  new  ministry  immediately  submitted 
to  the  assembly  their  measure  for  the  reform  of  the  constitution. 
It  was  a  conservative  scheme,  but  it  did  not  prove  acceptable  to  the 
house.  The  second  reading  of  the  bill  was  negatived  by  a  majority 
of  two  on  June  24.  Whereupon  Mr.  Service  applied  to  the  governor 
for  another  dissolution  of  parliament,  on  the  plea  that  the  house  did 
not  fairly  represent  the  feeling  of  the  country,  which  was  apparently 
favourable  to  his  scheme  of  reform.  The  governor  acceded  to  this 
request,  believing  that  a  speedy  settlement  of  this  vexed  question 
was  most  desirable!  But  the  Service  ministry  were  not  sustained 
by  the  constituencies.  They  resigned  upon  a  vote  of  want  of  con¬ 
fidence  soon  after  the  meeting  of  parliament,  and  Mr.  Berry  was  re¬ 
instated  in  office.  He  again  submitted  a  reform  bill,  but  it  was 
denuded  of  the  objectionable  features  of  his  original  measure.  It 
did  not  include  provision  for  a  plebiscite,  nor  aim  at  depriving  the 
upper  chamber  of  its  constitutional  powers.  It  mainly  consisted  of 
an  attempt  to  render  that  house  a  more  popular  body,  by  abolishing 
property  qualification  and  extending  the  electoral  franchise.11  Im¬ 
portant  amendments  to  the  bill  were  made  in  the  legislative  council, 
which  were  partially  accepted  by  the  assembly,  and  in  June,  1881, 
the  bill  passed  both  houses.  Upon  the  advice  of  ministers  it  was 
reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  Crown,  but  the  royal  assent 
was  afterwards  declared!  Under  the  new  constitution  none  of  the 


r  Attorney-General  O’Loghlen’s 
opinion  on  this  point,  Victoria  Assem. 
Votes,  1879-80,  v.  1,  c.  No.  8.  For 
further  precedents  of  bills  not  pro¬ 
ceeded  with  because  they  failed  to 
obtain  the  concurrence  of  an  abso¬ 
lute  majority  when  required  bylaw, 
see  S.  Australia  Assem.  Votes,  1880, 
p.  114. 


s  The  Colonies,  Aug.  2,  Sept.  20, 
Dec.  1 3  and  20, 1879,  and  Feb.  7  and 
March  6,  1880. 

1  Victoria  Pari.  Pap.  1880-81, 
App.  B,  No.  6. 

u  The  Colonies,  April  16,  1881, 

p.  261. 

v  45  ATc.  c.  702. 
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objectionable  and  extreme  features  of  Mr.  Berry’s  scheme  are  sanc¬ 
tioned,  but  the  number  of  members  in  the  upper  house  is  increased 
from  thirty  to  forty-two  ;  they  hold  their  seats  for  six  instead  of  ten 
years.  The  qualification,  both  for  members  and  electors,  is  con¬ 
siderably  reduced.  Tlie  legislative  council  retains  the  right  to  deal 
with  money  bills.  These  judicious  reforms  are  mainly  the  embodi¬ 
ment  of  changes  proposed  to  be  made  by  the  legislative  council. 
Their  acceptance  was  the  result  of  a  compromise  between  the  rival 
parties  in  the  assembly,  and  they  indicate  on  the  part  of  the  people 
■of  Victoria  a  wholesome  reluctance  to  sanction  any  extreme  depar¬ 
ture  from  the  settled  principles  of  colonial  parliamentary  institutions 
and  of  the  usages  of  the  mother  country,  as  well  as  a  disposition  to 
settle  their  own  political  differences  without  the  necessity  for  Im¬ 
perial  interposition. w 

The  defeat  of  the  Berry  ministry  resulted  from  a  vote  of  want 
of  confidence  passed  on  June  30,  1881,  in  the  assembly,  by  a 
majority  of  three,  a  few  days  after  the  passing  of  Mr.  Berry’s  bill 
for  the  reform  of  the  constitution  of  the  legislative  council.  Where - 
.upon  on  July  4  Mr.  Berry  applied  to  the  governor  (Lord  Normanby) 
for  a  dissolution  of  parliament.  He  based  his  request  upon  the  fact 
that  the  existing  parliament  was  elected  under  the  auspices  of  the 
present  opposition  ;  that  it  was  elected  on  the  single  issue  of  re¬ 
form,  which  had  been  satisfactorily  disposed  of ;  that  the  very 
moderation  of  the  'reform  act  had  alienated  some  of  those  who  had 
been  elected  to  support  his  ministry  ;  that  there  was  good  reason  for 
believing  that  the  country  disapproved  of  this  vote  against  ministers  ; 
that  unless  ministers  could  strengthen  their  position  by  a  dissolution 
a  weak  government  and  unstable  government  must  succeed  them. 
And  therefore,  agreeably  to  English  precedent,  they  claimed  the 
right  to  a  dissolution.  On  the  following  day  the  governor  replied 
to  this  minute  by  a  memorandum,  in  which  he  declined  to  admit  the 
principle  advanced  by  ministers,  that  a  premier’s  request  for  a  dis¬ 
solution  must  necessarily  be  complied  with.  If  this  principle  were 
once  admitted  a  vital  blow  would  be  struck  at  the  power  and  inde¬ 
pendence  of  parliament.  The  minister  would  then  become  the 
master  of  parliament  instead  of  the  servant  of  the  Crown.  Alleging 
it  to  be  the  duty  of  the  governor  to  act  fairly  and  impartially  be¬ 
tween  all  parties,  his  excellency  stated  that — inasmuch  as  within 
about  sixteen  months  two  general  elections  had  taken  place,  at  the 
last  of  which  the  votes  cast  for  both  sides  were  very  nearly  equal,  as 
the  present  parliament  had  not  yet  completed  its  first  session,  and 

w  See  letter  in  London  Times  by  Mr.  F.  W.  Haddon,  and  com- 
of  Aug.  19,  1881,  upon  settlement  ments  of  The  Times  thereon, 
of  the  reform  question  in  Victoria, 
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as  there  was  no  great  question  of  public  interest  at  issue  between 
ministers  and  the  house,  so  that  the  elections  would  mainly  turn 
upon  which  party  could  obtain  a  majority — he  must  decline  to 
accept  the  advice  to  dissolve  until  at  least  he  should  become  con¬ 
vinced  that  by  no  other  combination  could  the  government  of  the 
colony  be  carried  on.  Accordingly,  on  J  uly  5,  ministers  announced 
their  resignation  of  office.  By  consent  of  parties,  supply  then 
pending  was  proceeded  with,  and  ultimately  passed.  On  July  12' 
Sir  Bryan  O’Loghlen,  the  leader  of  the  opposition,  announced 
that  he  had  succeeded  in  forming  a  ministry.  After  a  brief 
adjournment  to  admit  of  the  re-election  of  ministers,  parliament 
was  prorogued  on  August  2.  At  the  opening  of  the  ensuing:  session 
it  appeared  that  the  new  administration  was  strong  enough  to  con¬ 
duct  the  public  business  satisfactorily.* 

The  legislative  assembly  of  Victoria  sat  in  parliamentary  session 
from  April  25,  1882,  to  December  21,  during  which  but  little  pro¬ 
gress  was  made.  More  than  one-fourth  of  the  actual  sitting  time 
was  consumed  in  discussing  repeated  motions,  either  of  direct  want 
of  confidence,  or  having  that  end  in  view,  and  though  a  partial. vote 
of  supply  was  obtained,  and  the  ministry  uniformly  upheld  by  large 
majorities,  yet  through  the  persistent  efforts  of  certain  members 
the  necessary  work  of  legislation  was  frustrated.  On  December  21 
the  assembly  adjourned  until  February  13.  But  on  January  26 
ministers  submitted  to  the  governor  a  memorandum,  representing 
the  necessity  for  an  immediate  prorogation  of  parliament,  with 
a  view  to  its  speedy  dissolution.  They  stated  that  they  had  con¬ 
ducted  the  affairs  of  the  country  for  over  eighteen  months,  that  the 
existing  parliament  would  terminate  in  six  months  by  effluxion  of 
time,  and  that  the  opposition  as  well  as  the  public  in  general  were 
agreed  in  thfe  opinion  that  the  position  of  affairs  in  the  house 
necessitates  an  appeal  to  the  constituencies  as  the  only  and  best 
solution  of  the  existing  difficulties.  His  excellency  accepted  this 
advice.  Parliament  was  prorogued  by  proclamation  on  January  30, 
and  shortly  afterwards  dissolved.^ 

The  O’Loghlen  ministry  retired,  and  was  replaced  by  a  coalition 
between  the  party  of  Mr.  Service  and  that  of  Mr.  Berry.  At  this 
juncture  the  new  franchise  for  the  upper  house  was  brought  into 
operation  and  a  new  assembly  elected. 

In  concluding  this  section,  it  is  unnecessary  to  com¬ 
ment  any  further  upon  the  position  of  a  constitutional 


x  Victoria  Pari.  Deb.  v.  36,  37  ;  y  lb.  Assem.  Votes,  1882  83,  v. 
ditto  Pap.  1880-81,  No.  100.  1,  pp.  275-278. 
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governor  upon  tlie  occurrence  of  differences  between 
the  legislative  chambers.  This  point  has  been  made 
sufficiently  clear  in  our  review  of  the  preceding  case. 
It  has  been  therein  shown  that,  so  long  as  the  two 
houses  keep  within  the  limits  of  the  law,  it  is  not  the 
duty  of  the  governor  to  interfere  in  discussions  or  dis¬ 
putes  in  regard  to  their  relative  powers  and  privileges, 
save  only  by  advice  or  suggestions  in  the  capacity  of  a 
mediator.  Should  these  disputes  become  irreconcilable 
a  governor  may  then  authoritatively  interpose,  and,  with 
the  consent  of  his  ministers,  dissolve  the  parliament,  and 
thereby  bring  public  opinion  directly  to  bear  upon  the 
question  at  issue  and  upon  the  parties  to  the  contesta¬ 
tion. 

We  will  now  proceed  to  consider  the  powers  which 
appertain  to  a  governor  in  the  administration  of  this 
prerogative. 


DISCRETION  IN  THE  DISSOLUTION  OF  A  PARLIAMENT.  759 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

PART  III. 

DISCRETION  OF  THE  SOVEREIGN  OR  TIER  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  GRANTING  OR  REFUSING  TO  MINISTERS  A  DISSOLU¬ 
TION  OF  PARLIAMENT. 

The  prerogative  of  tlie  Crown  to  dissolve  an  existing 
parliament,  and  to  summon  for  advice  and  assistance 
another  parliament,  which  shall  consist,  so  far  as  the 
popular  chamber  is  concerned,  of  an  assembly  newly 
chosen  by  the  constituent  body,  is  one  of  immense 
utility  in  bringing  into  harmonious  co-operation  the 
several  portions  of  the  body-politic. 

This  prerogative  may  be  exercised  by  the  sovereign 
at  any  time,  subject  only  to  the  constitutional  rule 
which,  under  parliamentary  government,  necessitates 
that  it  shall  be  advised  and  approved  by  a  minister  of 
state  directly  responsible  to  the  house  of  commons. 

The  prerogative  power  of  dissolving  parliament  has 
been  aptly  termed  ‘  the  most  popular  of  all  the  pre¬ 
rogatives  of  the  Crown,  which  can  never  be  exercised 
except  for  the  benefit  of  the  people,  because  it  makes 
them  arbiter  of  the  dispute  ’ a — appealing  to  them,  in 
the  last  resort,  to  determine  the  policy  which  shall 
prevail  in  the  government  of  the  nation,  and  the 
minister  by  whom  that  policy  shall  be  carried  out. 

1  Sir  C.  Gavan  Duffy’s  minute  to  Governor  Canterbury,  Com.  Pap. 
1873,  v.  50,  p.  315. 
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From  the  serious  consequences  which  may  follow 
the  administration  of  this  prerogative,  it  is  manifest 
that  it  should  be  resorted  to  with  great  caution  and 
forbearance.  Frequent,  unnecessary,  or  abrupt  disso¬ 
lutions  of  parliament  inevitably  tend  to  ‘blunt  the 
edge  of  a  great  instrument,  given  to  the  Crown  for 
its  protection ;  and,  whenever  they  have  occurred, 
they  have  been  fraught  with  danger  to  the  common¬ 
wealth. 

The  personal  sanction  of  the  sovereign — after  de¬ 
liberate  inquiry,  and  in  the  exercise  of  an  unfettered 
judgment — must  be  given  to  the  advice  or  recom¬ 
mendation  of  a  minister,  whenever  it  is  proposed  to 
have  recourse  to  the  prerogative  of  dissolution.  £  Upon 
such  an  occasion,  the  sovereign  ought  by  no  means  to 
be  a  passiv e  instrument  in  the  hands  of  his  ministers  : 
it  is  not  merely  his  right  but  his  duty  to  exercise  his 
judgment  in  the  advice  they  may  tender  to  him  ;  and 
though,  by  refusing  to  act  upon  that  advice,  he  incurs 
a  serious  responsibility,  if  they  should  in  the  end 
prove  to  be  supported  by  public  opinion,  there  is,  per¬ 
haps,  no  case  in  which  this  responsibility  may  be  more 
safely  and  more  usefully  incurred  than  when  ministers 
have  asked  to  be  allowed  to  appeal  to  the  people  from 
a  decision  pronounced  against  them  by  the  house  of 
commons.  For  they  might  prefer  this  request  when 
there  was  no  probability  of  the  vote  of  the  house 
being  reversed  by  the  nation,  and  when  the  measure 
would  be  injurious  to  the  public  interests.  In  such  a 
case  the  sovereign  ought  clearly  to  refuse  to  allow  a 
dissolution.’ b 

The  sovereign  has  an  undoubted  constitutional  right 
to  withhold  his  consent  to  the  application  of  a  minister 
that  he  should  dissolve  parliament.  But,  on  the  other 


Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  408,  new  ed.  p.  510. 
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hand,  the  Crown  can  only  grant  a  dissolution  upon  the 
advice  of  a  responsible  minister.0  If  the  minister  to 
whom  a  dissolution  has  been  refused  is  not  willing  to 
accept  the  decision  of  the  sovereign,  it  is  his  duty  to 
resign.  He  must  then  be  replaced  by  another  minister, 
who  is  prepared  to  accept  full  responsibility  for  the  act 
of  the  sovereign  and  for  its  consequences,  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  parliament .d 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  sovereign — when 
in  the  exercise  of  this  prerogative  a  dissolution  is  either 
granted  or  refused — must  be  sustained  and  justified 
by  the  agreement  of  a  responsible  minister.  If  this  be 
constitutionally  necessary  as  respects  the  sovereign,  it 
is  doubly  so  in  the  case  of  a  governor.  For  the  sove¬ 
reign  is  not  personally  responsible  to  any  earthly 
authority  ;  but  a  governor  is  directly  responsible  to  the 
Crown  for  every  act  of  his  administration.6 

Whenever  the  popular  chamber  refuses  its  confi¬ 
dence  to  ministers,  the  question  whether,  in  doing  so, 
it  has  correctly  expressed  the  opinion  of  the  country 
may  properly  be  submitted  to  the  test  of  a  dissolution 
of- parliament!  Nevertheless,  in  the  words  of  Charles 
James  Fox,  quoted  by  Sir  Bobert  Peel  in  1841,  it  is 
dangerous  to  admit  of  any  other  recognised  organ  of 
public  opinion  than  the  house  of  commons.  So  long 
as  parliament  may  be  reasonably  presumed  to  represent 
the  wishes  of  the  people,  it  is  not  necessary  to  go 
beyond  parliament  to  ascertain  them.  But,  when  this 
point  is  doubtful,  the  constitution  permits  of  a  dissolu¬ 
tion  for  the  purpose  of  solving  the  doubt. g 

It  rests  with  the  sovereign,  however— or,  in  a  colony, 


c  E.  A.  Freeman,  in  N.  Am.  Rev.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1877,  A.  7, 
v.  129,  p.  156.  p.  3. 

d  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  pp.  155,  f  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  406, 
209,  new  ed.  p.  230,  314.  new  ed.  p.  506. 

e  Governor  Normanby,  in  New  g  lb.  p.  407,  new  ed.  p.  508. 
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with  the  representative  of  the  sovereign — to  determine 
the  question  whether,  in  a  particular  instance,  a  dis¬ 
solution  of  parliament  shall  or  shall  not  be  allowed. 
An  examination  of  the  following  precedents  will  enable 
us  to  arrive  at  certain  additional  principles,  applicable 
to  the  exercise  of  this  prerogative  by  a  constitutional 
governor.11 

We  have  already  noted,  in  a  former  section,  a  remarkable  case 
which  occurred  in  New  Brunswick  in  1855,  wherein  the  governor, 
being  impressed  with  the  conviction  that  certain  legislation  in  a 
previous  session,  intended  to  enforce  prohibition  of  the  sale  of  liquor, 
had  proved  injurious  to  the  country,  and  was  altogether  in  advance 
of  the  public  sentiment,  suggested  to  his  ministers  the  expediency 
of  an  immediate  dissolution  of  parliament  in  order  to  elicit  a  decided 
expression  of  public  opinion  upon  the  question.  Ministers  demurred 
to  this  position,  but  the  governor  called  upon  them  either  to  accept 
responsibility  for  the  dissolution  or  to  retire  from  office.  They 
chose  to  resign  ;  whereupon  a  new  administration  was  formed,  and 
the  parliament  dissolved.  The  result  of  the  appeal  to  the  country 
was  to  vindicate  the  wisdom  of  the  governor’s  action  ;  for  the  new 
parliament,  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  of  the  electorate, 
promptly  repealed  the  objectionable  legislation.1 

In  the  province  of  Canada,  in  1858,  upon  the  defeat  of  Mr. 
(afterwards  Sir)  J ohn  A.  Macdonald’s  ministry  by  an  adverse  vote 
of  the  legislative  assembly  upon  the  question  of  the  most  suitable  place 
for  the  future  seat  of  government,  the  governor-general  (Sir  Edmund 
Head)  commissioned  Mr.  George  Brown,  in  conjunction  with  Mr. 
(afterwards  Sir)  A.  A.  Dorion,  to  form  a  new  administration.  The 
attempt  proved  unsuccessful,  for  reasons  which  -will  appear  on  the 
perusal  of  the  following  correspondence  between  Mr.  Brown  and  the 
governor-general,  which  is  taken  from  the  newspapers  of  the 
period.! 

On  Thursday  the  following  note  was  received  by  Mr.  Brown  : — 

1  Toronto  :  Thursday,  July  29,  1858. 

‘The  members  of  the  executive  council  have  tendered  their 
resignation  to  his  excellency  the  governor-general,  and  they  now 
retain  their  several  offices  only  until  their  successors  shall  be 
appointed. 

‘  Under  these  circumstances  his  excellency  feels  it  right  to  have 


J  See  also  Mr.  Mackenzie’s  Life 
of  Hon.  G.  Brown,  c.  x. 


h  See  post,  p.  800. 
*  See  ante,  p.  660. 
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recourse  to  you  as  the  most  prominent  member  of  the  opposition, 
and  he  hereby  offers  you  a  seat  in  the  council  as  the  leader  of  a  new 
administration.  In  the  event  of  your  accepting  this  offer,  his 
excellency  requests  you  to  signify  such  acceptance  to  him  in 
writing,  in  order  that  he  may  be  at  once  in  a  position  to  confer  with 
you  as  one  of  his  responsible  advisers. 

‘  His  excellency’s  first  object  will  be  to  consult  you  as  to  the 
names  of  your  future  colleagues,  and  as  to  the  assignment  of  the 
offices  about  to  be  vacated  to  the  men  most  capable  of  filling  them. 

(Signed)  1  Edmund  Head. 


Brown- 

Dorion 

admini¬ 

stration. 


‘  George  Brown,  Esq.,  M.P.P.’ 


Immediately  on  the  receipt  of  this  document  Mr.  Brown  waited 
on  the  governor-general,  and  asked  time  to  consult  his  friends. 

On  Friday  morning  Mr.  Brown  waited  on  the  governor-general 
by  appointment,  and  stated  that  he  was  engaged  consulting  his 
friends,  but  would  next  morning  give  his  excellency  a  final 
answer. 

On  Saturday  morning  Mr.  Brown  waited  on  his  excellency  with 
the  following  acceptance  of  the  trust  proposed  to  him  : — 

‘  Mr.  Brown  has  the  honour  to  inform  his  excellency  the 
governor- general  that  he  accepts  the  duty  proposed  to  him  in  his 
excellency’s  communication  of  29th  inst.,  and  undertakes  the 
formation  of  a  new  administration. 


‘  Church  Street  :  July  31,  1858.’ 

On  Sunday  night,., at  ten  o’clock,  Mr.  Brown  was  waited  on  by 
the  governor-general’s  secretary,  and  presented  with  the  following  give  no 

memorandum  : —  pledge  to 

dissolve. 

£  His  excellency  the  governor-general  forwards  the  enclosed 
memorandum  to  Mr.  Brown  to-night,  because  it  may  be  con¬ 
venient  for  him  to  have  it  in  his  hand  in  good  time  to-morrow 
morning. 

‘  The  part  which  relates  to  a  dissolution  is  in  substance  a  repe¬ 
tition  of  what  his  excellency  said  yesterday  at  his  interview  with 
Mr.  Brown. 

‘  The  portion  having  reference  to  the  prorogation  or  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  parliament  is  important  in  determining  the  propriety  of 
the  course  to  be  pursued. 

<  His  excellency  therefore  requests  Mr.  Brown  to  communicate 
the  memorandum  to  his  future  colleagues,  in  order  to  avoid  all 
misapprehension  hereafter. 

‘  Government  House,  Toronto  :  August  1,  1858.’ 
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‘  if  is  excellency  the  governor-general  wishes  Mr.  Brown  to  con¬ 
sider  this  memorandum,  and  to  communicate  it  to  the  gentlemen 
whose  names  he  proposes  to  submit  to  his  excellency  as  members  of 
the  new  government. 

1  The  governor-general  gives  no  pledge  or  promise ,  express  or 
imjMed,  vAth  reference  to  dissolving  parliament.  When  advice  is 
tendered  to  his  excellency  on  this  subject,  he  will  make  up  his  mind 
according  to  the  circumstances  then  existing,  and  the  reasons  then 
laid  before  him. 


‘  The  governor-general  has  no  objection  to  prorogue  the  parlia¬ 
ment  without  the  members  of  the  new  administration  taking  their 
seats  in  the  present  session.  But,  if  he  does  so,  it  ought,  his 
excellency  thinks,  to  be  on  an  express  understanding  that  parlia¬ 
ment  shall  meet  again  as  soon  as  possible,  say  in  November  or 
December.  Until  the  new  ministers  meet  parliament,  his  excellency 
has  no  assurance  that  they  possess  the  confidence  of  the  majority  of 
the  house. 

The  business  transacted  in  the  interval  ought,  in  his  opinion, 
to  be  confined  to  matters  necessary  for  the  ordinary  administration 
of  the  government  of  the  province. 


‘  If  parliament  is  prorogued,  his  excellency  would  think  it  very 
desirable  that  the  tyll  for  the  registration  of  voters,  and  that  con¬ 
taining  the  prohibition  of  fraudulent  assignments  and  gifts  by 
traders,  should  be  proceeded  with  and  become  law,  subject,  of 
course,  to  such  modifications  as  the  wisdom  of  either  house  may 
suggest.  Besides  this,  any  item  of  supply  absolutely  necessary 
should  be  provided  for  by  a  vote  of  credit,  and  the  money  for  repairs 
of  the  canals,  which  cannot  be  postponed,  should  be  voted. 

His  excellency  can  hardly  prorogue  until  these  necessary  steps 
are  taken.  If  parliament  merely  adjourns  until  after  the  re-election 
of  the  members  of  the  government,  the  case  is  different,  and  the 
responsibility  is  on  the  house  itself.  A  prorogation  is  the  act  of  his 
excellency,  and,  in  this  particular  case,  such  act  would  be  performed 
without  the  advice  of  ministers  who  had  already  received  the  con¬ 
fidence  of  parliament.  His  excellency’s  own  opinion  would  be  in 
favour  of  proroguing,  if  the  conditions  above  specified  can  be  ful¬ 
filled,  and  if  Mr.  Brown  and  his  colleagues  see  no  objection. 

(Signed)  4  Edmund  Head. 

1  Government  House,  Toronto  :  July  81,  1858.’ 


Early  on  Monday  morning,  Mr.  Brown,  on  his  own  personal 
responsibility,  and  without  consulting  his  proposed  colleagues,  sent 
the  following  note  to  the  governor-general : — * 
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‘  Mr.  Brown  has  the  honour  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  his 
excellency  the  governor-general’s  note  of  last  night,  with  accom¬ 
panying  memorandum. 

‘  Before  receiving  his  excellency’s  note,  Mr.  Brown  had  success¬ 
fully  fulfilled  the  duty  entrusted  to  him  by  the  governor-general, 
and  will  be  prepared,  at  the  appointed  hour  this  morning,  to  submit 
for  his  excellency’s  approval  the  names  of  the  gentlemen  whom  he 
proposes  to  be  associated  with  himself  in  the  new  government. 

‘  Mr.  Brown  respectfully  submits  that,  until  they  have  assumed 
the  functions  of  constitutional  advisers  of  the  Crown,  he  and  his 
proposed  colleagues  will  not  be  in  a  position  to  discuss  the  important 
measures  and  questions  of  public  policy  referred  to  in  his  excellency’s 
memorandum. 

‘  Church  Street  :  August  2.’ 

On  Monday  morning,  at  half-past  ten,  Mr.  Brown  waited  on  his 
excellency,  and  submitted  for  his  approval  the  names  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  government.  At  noon,  on  the  same  day,  the  members  of  the 
government  took  the  oaths  of  office.  On  Monday  night  adverse 
votes  were  given  against  the  administration  in  both  houses.  On 
Tuesday  Mr.  Brown  waited  on  his  excellency  and  informed  him 
that  the  cabinet  advised  a  prorogation  of  parliament,  with  a  view  to 
a  dissolution.  The  governor-general  requested  the  grounds  of  this 
advice  to  be  put  in  writing.  In  compliance  with  his  excellency’s 
request,  the  following  memorandum  was  communicated  to  the 
governor-general  : — 

‘  His  excellency’s  present  advisers  having  accepted  office  on  his 
excellency’s  invitation,  after  the  late  administration  had,  by  their 
resignation,  admitted  their  inability  successfully  to  conduct  the 
affairs  of  the  country  in  a  parliament  summoned  under  their  own 
advice,  and  being  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  constitutional 
recourse  of  an  appeal  to  the  people  affords  the  best,  if  not  the 
only  solution  of  existing  difficulties,  respectfully  advise  his  excel¬ 
lency  to  prorogue  parliament  immediately  with  a  view  to  a  dissolu¬ 
tion. 

‘  When  his  excellency’s  present  advisers  accepted  office,  they  did 
not  conceal  from  themselves  the  probability  that  they  would  be 
unable  to  carry  on  the  government  with  the  present  house  of 
assembly.  That  house,  they  believe,  does  not  possess  the  con¬ 
fidence  of  the  country  ;  and  the  public  dissatisfaction  has  been 
greatly  increased  by  the  numerous  and  glaring  acts  of  corruption 
and  fraud  by  which  many  seats  were  obtained  at  the  last  general 
election,  and  for  which  acts  the  house,  though  earnestly  petitioned 
so  to  do,  has  failed  to  afford  a  remedy. 
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‘  For  some  years  past,  strong  sectional  feelings  have  arisen  in 
the  country,  which,  especially  during  the  present  session,  have 
seriously  impeded  the  carrying  on  of  the  administrative  and  legisla¬ 
tive  functions  of  the  government.  The  late  administration  made 
no  attempt  to  meet  these  difficulties  or  to  suggest  a  remedy  for 
them,  and  thereby  the  evil  has  been  greatly  aggravated.  His  ex¬ 
cellency’s  present  advisers  have  entered  the  government  with  the 
fixed  determination  to  propose  constitutional  measures  for  the 
establishment  of  that  harmony  between  Upper  and  Lower  Canada 
which  is  essential  to  the  prosperity  of  the  province.  They  re¬ 
spectfully  submit  that  they  have  a  right  to  claim  all  the  support 
which  his  excellency  can  constitutionally  extend  to  them  in  the 
prosecution  of  this  all-important  object. 

‘  The  unprecedented  and  unparliamentary  course  pursued  by  the 
house  of  assembly,  which  immediately  after  having,  by  their  vote, 
compelled  the  late  ministry  to  retire,  proceeded  to  pass  a  vote  of 
want  of  confidence  in  the  present  administration,  without  notice, 
within  a  few  hours  of  their  appointment,  in  their  absence  from  the 
house,  and  before  their  policy  had  been  announced,  affords  the 
most  convincing  proof  that  the  affairs  of  the  country  cannot  be 
efficiently  conducted  under  the  control  of  the  house  as  now  con¬ 
stituted.’ 

At  two  o’clock  this  day,  the  following  memorandum  was  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  governor-general  : — 

‘  His  excellency  the  governor-general  has  received  the  advice  of 
the  executive  council  to  the  effect  that  a  dissolution  of  parliament 
should  take  place. 

‘  His  excellency  is  no  doubt  bound  to  deal  fairly  with  all  poli¬ 
tical  parties  ;  but  he  has  also  a  duty  to  perform  to  the  Queen  and 
the  people  of  Canada  paramount  to  that  which  he  owTes  to  any  one 
party,  or  to  all  parties  whatsoever. 

‘  The  question  for  his  excellency  to  decide  is  not  “  What  is 
advantageous  or  fair  for  a  particular  party  1  ”  but  what  upon  the 
whole  is  the  most  advantageous  and  fair  for  the  people  of  the  pro¬ 
vince. 

‘  The  resignation  of  the  late  government  was  tendered  in  con¬ 
sequence  of  a  vote  of  the  house,  which  did  not  assert  directly  any 
want  of  confidence  in  them. 

‘  The  vote  of  Monday  night  was  a  direct  vote  of  want  of  con¬ 
fidence  on  the  part  of  both  houses.  It  was  carried  in  the  assembly 
by  a  majority  of  forty  in  a  house  of  a  hundred  and  two,  out  of  one 
hundred  and  thirty  members,  consequently  by  a  majority  of  the 
whole  house,  even  if  every  seat  had  been  full  at  the  time  of  the 
vote. 
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‘  In  addition  to  this,  a  similar  vote  was  carried  in  the  upper 
house  by  sixteen  against  eight,  and  an  address  founded  on  the  same 
was  adopted. 

1  It  is  clear  that  under  such  circumstances  a  dissolution,  to  be  of 
any  avail,  must  be  immediate.  His  excellency  the  governor-general 
cannot  do  any  act  other  than  that  of  dissolving  parliament  by  the 
advice  of  a  ministry  who  possess  the  confidence  of  neither  branch 
of  the  legislature. 

‘  Is  it  then  the  duty  of  his  excellency  to  dissolve  parliament  ? 

‘  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  governor- general  to  deeide  whether 
the  action  of  the  two  houses  on  Monday  night  was  or  was  not  in 
accordance  with  the  usual  courtesy  of  parliament  towards  an  in¬ 
coming  administration.  The  two  houses  are  the  judges  of  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  their  own  proceedings.  His  excellency  has  to  do  with  the 
conclusions  at  which  they  arrive,  provided  only  that  the  forms 
observed  are  such  as  to  give  legal  and  constitutional  force  to  their 
votes. 

‘  There  are  many  points  which  require  careful  consideration  with 
reference  to  a  dissolution  at  the  present  time.  Amongst  these  are 
the  following  : — 

‘  I.  It  has  been  alleged  that  the  present  house  may  be  assumed 
not  to  represent  the  people  ;  if  such  were  the  case,  there  was  no 
sufficient  reason  why,  on  being  in  a  minority  in  that  house,  the  late 
government  should  have  given  place  to  the  present.  His  excellency 
cannot  constitutionally  adopt  this  view. 

‘  II.  An  election  took  place  only  last  winter.  This  fact  is  not 
conclusive  against  a  second  election  now,  but  the  cost  and  incon¬ 
venience  of  such  a  proceeding  are  so  great  that  they  ought  not  to 
be  incurred  a  second  time  without  very  strong  grounds. 

‘  III.  The  business  before  parliament  is  not  yet  finished.  It  is 
perhaps  true  that  very  little  which  is  absolutely  essential  for  the 
country  remains  to  be  done.  A  portion,  however,  of  the  estimates 
and  two  bills,  at  least,  of  great  importance  are  still  before  the 
legislative  assembly,  irrespective  of  the  private  business. 

‘  In  addition  to  this,  the  resolutions  respecting  the  Hudson’s 
Bay  Territory  have  not  been  considered,  and  no  answer  on  that 
subject  can  be  given  to  the  British  government. 

‘  IY.  The  time  of  year  and  the  state  of  affairs  would  make  a 
general  election  at  this  moment  peculiarly  inconvenient  and 
burthensome,  inasmuch  as  the  harvest  is  now  going  on  in  a  large 
portion  of  the  country,  and  the  pressure  of  the  late  money  crisis  has 
not  passed  away. 

‘  V.  The  following  considerations  are  strongly  pressed  by  his 
excellency’s  present  advisers  as  reasons  why  he  should  authorise 
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an  appeal  to  the  people,  and  thereby  retain  their  services  in  the 
Council  : — 

‘  1.  The  corruption  and  bribery  alleged  to  have  been  practised  at 
the  last  election,  and  the  taint  which  on  that  account  is  said  to 
attach  to  the  present  legislative  assembly. 

‘  2.  The  existence  of  a  bitter  sectional  feeling  between  Upper 
and  Lower  Canada,  and  the  ultimate  danger  to  the  union,  as  at 
present  constituted,  which  is  likely  to  arise  from  such  feeling. 

‘  If  the  first  of  these  points  be  assumed  as  true,  it  must  be 
asked  what  assurance  can  his  excellency  have  that  a  new  election, 
under  precisely  the  same  laws,  held  within  six  or  eight  months 
of  the  last,  will  differ  in  its  character  from  that  which  then  took 
place  1 

‘  If  the  facts  are  as  they  are  stated  to  be,  they  might  be  urged 
as  a  reason  why  a  general  election  should  be  avoided  as  long  as 
possible  ;  at  any  rate,  until  the  laws  are  made  more  stringent,  and 
the  precautions  against  such  evils  shall  have  been  increased  by  the 
wisdom  of  parliament.  Until  this  is  done  the  speedy  recurrence  of 
the  opportunity  of  practising  such  abuses  would  be  likely  to  aggra¬ 
vate  their  character  and  confirm  the  habit  of  resorting  to  them. 

‘  The  second  consideration,  as  to  the  feeling  between  Upper  and 
Lower  Canada,  and  the  ultimate  danger  of  such  feelings  to  the 
union,  is  one  of  a  very  grave  kind.  It  would  furnish  to  his 
excellency  the  strongest  possible  motive  for  a  dissolution  of  parlia¬ 
ment,  and  for  the  retention  of  the  present  government  at  all  hazards, 
if  two  points  were  only  conclusively  established  ;  that  is  to  say, 
if  it  could  be  shown  that  the  measures  likely  to  be  adopted  by  Mr. 
Brown  and  his  colleagues  were  a  specific,  and  the  only  specific,  for 
these  evils,  and  that  the  members  of  the  present  council  were  the 
only  men  in  the  country  likely  to  calm  the  passions  and  allay  the 
jealousies  so  unhappily  existing.  It  may  be  that  both  these  pro¬ 
positions  are  true,  but,  unless  they  are  established  to  his  excellency’s 
complete  satisfaction,  the  mere  existence  of  the  mischief  is  not  in 
itself  decisive  as  to  the  propriety  of  resorting  to  a  general  election 
at  the  present  moment.  The  certainty,  or,  at  any  rate,  the  great 
probability,  of  the  cure  by  the  course  proposed,  and  by  that 
alone,  would  require  to  be  also  proved.  Without  this,  a  great 
present  evil  would  be  voluntarily  incurred  for  the  chance  of  a  remote 
good. 

‘  Y  I.  It  would  seem  to  be  the  duty  of  his  excellency  to  exhaust 
every  possible  alternative  before  subjecting  the  province  for  the 
second  time  in  the  same  year  to  the  cost,  the  inconvenience,  and 
the  demoralisation  of  such  a  proceeding. 

‘  The  governor-general  is  by  no  means  satisfied  that  every  alter- 
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native  has  been  thus  exhausted,  or  that  it  would  be  impossible  for 
him  to  secure  a  ministry  who  would  close  the  business  of  this 
session,  and  carry  on  the  administration  of  the  government  during 
the  recess  with  the  confidence  of  a  majority  of  the  legislative 
assembly. 

‘  After  full  and  mature  deliberation  on  the  arguments  submitted 
to  him  by  word  of  mouth,  and  in  writing,  and  with  every  respect 
for  the  opinion  of  the  council,  his  excellency  declines  to  dissolve 
parliament  at  the  present  time. 

(Signed)  *  Edmund  Head. 

‘  Government  House,  Toronto,  C.  W. :  August  4,  1858.’  k 

Immediately  on  the  receipt  of  this  document,  Mr.  Brown  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  the  government  house  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  his 
excellency  the  resignations  of  himself  and  colleagues. 

‘  Mr.  Brown  has  the  honour  to  inform  his  excellency  the  governor- 
general  that,  in  consequence  of  his  excellency’s  memorandum  of  this 
afternoon,  declining  the  advice  of  the  council  to  prorogue  parlia¬ 
ment  with  a  view  to  a  dissolution,  he  has  now  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  colleagues  to  tender  their  resignations. 

‘  Executive  Council  Chamber,  Toronto  :  August  4,  1858.’ 

The  previous  administration  was  accordingly  recalled.  In  order 
to  avoid  the  necessity  for  their  formal  re-election — when  in  fact 
they  plausibly  assumed  that  they  had  been  actually  reinstated  in 
office  owing  to  the  failure  of  negotiations  with  their  political 
opponents— the  new  ministers  availed  themselves  of  certain  statu¬ 
tory  provisions,  by  which  they  were  enabled  to  resume  their  places 
without  vacating  their  seats.1  The  nominal  premier  was  changed, 
and  certain  minor  alterations  in  the  personnel  of  the  administration 
took  place  ;  but  substantially  it  was  a  return  to  power  of  the  Mac¬ 
donald  ministry,  and  they  succeeded  in  maintaining  the  policy  in 
regard  to  the  seat  of  government  which  had  led  to  their  temporary 
loss  of  office.  Attempts  were  made  to  question  their  proceedings  in 
resuming  their  places  without  going  for  re-election ;  but  ministers 
were  sustained,  not  only  by  the  legislative  assembly,  but  also  by 
judgments  upon  the  case  in  the  courts  of  law.m 

In  1860  the  lieutenant-governor  of  Nova  Scotia  (Lord  Mulgrave) 
was  placed  in  a  position  somewhat  resembling  that  of  Sir  Edmund 
Head  in  the  preceding  case.  After  a  dissolution  of  parliament  in 


k  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  1858,  p.  440.  973-976, 1001 ;  U.  C.  Q.  B.  Bep.  v. 
1  20  Vie.  c.  22,  s.  7 ;  now  Con.  17,  p.  310 ;  U.  C.  C.  P.  Bep.  v.  8,  p. 
Stat.  Can.  1886,  v.  1,  p.  181,  s.  3.  479. 

m  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1858,  pp. 
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the  previous  year,  his  ministers,  who  had  heretofore  a  good  working 
majority,  found  themselves  considerably  weakened,  the  opposition 
being  almost  able  to  turn  the  scale  against  them.  Ministers  de- 
dared,  however,  that  several  of  their  opponents  were  disqualified, 
and  that  their  seats  should  be  vacated.  They  endeavoured  to  per¬ 
suade  the  house  to  unseat  these  gentlemen  without  a  resort  to  the 
legal  method  of  trying  controverted  elections.  But  the  attempt 
was  unsuccessful.  Instead,  the  house  resolved  that  they  had  no 
confidence  in  the  administration. 

Whereupon  ministers  strongly  urged  upon  the  governor  the 
necessity  for  another  dissolution  of  parliament,  not  only  on  their 
own  behalf,  but  also  on  public  grounds.  His  excellency  carefully 
reviewed  their  arguments,  dissented  from  their  conclusions,  and 
declined  to  accede  to  their  request.  He  promised  that,  whenever 
he  should  be  of  opinion  ‘  that  a  constitutional  necessity  for  a  dis¬ 
solution  exists,’  he  would  not  hesitate  to  appeal  to  the  country ;  but 
he  added,  ‘  so  long  as  I  remain  her  Majesty’s  representative  in  Nova 
Scotia,  I  shall  claim  to  be  the  judge  of  when  that  time  has  arrived.’ 
As  it  was,  he  deemed  it  to  be  neither  expedient  nor  for  the  public 
convenience  that  a  dissolution  should  take  place  so  soon  after  a 
general  election.  Accordingly  the  ministry  resigned. 

In  defending  his  conduct  upon  this  occasion  to  the  secretary  of 
state  for  the  colonies,  the  governor  said  : — ‘  I  quite  admit  that  when 
a  council  is  backed  by  a  majority  of  the  house,  a  governor  is  bound 
in  ordinary  cases  to  follow  their  advice,  and  that  it  is  chiefly  by  his 
influence  and  persuasion  that  he  must  endeavour  to  direct  their 
conduct,  but  Mr.  J ohnston  (the  premier)  would  place  a  governor  in 
the  same  position  as  the  Queen,  and  the  council  in  the  position  of 
the  cabinet  at  home,  forgetting  entirely  that  the  governor  is  him¬ 
self  responsible  to  the  home  government,  and  that  it  is  no  excuse 
for  him  to  say,  in  answer  to  any  charge  against  his  administration 
of  affairs,  “  I  did  so  by  the  advice  of  my  council.”  ’  Ministers  having 
advised  a  dissolution  after  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence  had  passed, 
‘  their  advice  had  ceased  to  carry  that  weight  which  under  other 
circumstances  would  attach  to  it ;  ’  and,  ‘  in  the  event  of  the  people 
deciding  against  them,’  the  governor  would  ‘  have  been  left  to  answer 
for  having  refused  to  acknowledge  the  vote  of  the  majority  in  a  house 
which  had  only  just  been  elected  by  the  people,  an  act  which  I  con¬ 
sider  would  have  been  most  unconstitutional.’ 

In  charging  the  leader  of  the  opposition  with  the  task  of  forming 
a  new  ministry,  the  governor  required  of  him  a  written  pledge  that 
he  would  facilitate  a  legal  inquiry  into  the  right  to  the  contested 
seats,  and  that  parliament  should  not  be  prorogued  until  that  ques¬ 
tion  was  decided.  This  pledge  was  given,  and  faithfully  kept. 
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The  result  of  the  inquiry  into  the  legality  of  disputed  elections 
proved  somewhat  surprising.  The  alleged  disqualification,  which 
had  been  so  vehemently  asserted  by  the  ex-ministers,  was  not  sub¬ 
stantiated  ;  and  the  members  declared  by  their  opponents  to  be 
disqualified  were  pronounced  by  the  proper  tribunal  to  have  been 
duly  elected.  Nevertheless,  the  ex-ministers  persevered  in  attempts 
to  obtain  a  dissolution  of  parliament ;  but  the  governor  would  not 
yield.  The  house  sustained  the  new  ministry  on  a  test  vote  by  a 
majority  of  four.  And  the  colonial  secretary,  upon  receiving  the 
report  of  the  governor’s  proceedings,  expressed  entire  approval  of 
his  excellency’s  conduct." 

In  1871,  the  governor  of  South  Australia  (Sir  James  Fergusson) 
agreed  to  allow  a  dissolution  to  his  ministers,  after  their  defeat  on 
November  16,  on  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence,  which  was  carried 
against  them  in  the  assembly  by  the  casting  vote  of  the  speaker. 
Whereupon  both  houses  of  parliament  passed  addresses,  praying  the 
governor  to  dismiss  his  ministers  at  once,  and  not  to  grant  them  a 
dissolution.  In  reply  to  these  addresses,  the  governor  informed  the 
legislative  council  that  he  regretted  his  inability  to  comply  with 
their  request  ;  and  he  informed  the  assembly  that,  under  the 
existing  circumstances,  he  did  not  feel  justified  in  refusing  to  his 
advisers  the  appeal  which  they  desired  to  make  to  the  constituencies 
from  the  vote  of  the  house.  On  the  same  day  the  governor  proceeded 
to  prorogue  parliament,  with  a  view  to  its  immediate  dissolution.0 

In  May,  1872,  the  legislative  assembly  of  Victoria  having  agreed 
to  a  vote  expressing  a  want  of  confidence  in  the  administration  of 
Mr.  (afterwards  Sir)  C.  Gavan  Duffy,  the  cabinet  presented  to  the 
governor  (Lord  Canterbury)  a  minute  expressing  their  conviction 
that  they  were  bound  to  give  effect  to  this  vote  either  by  an  imme¬ 
diate  resignation  of  office  or  by  recommending  a  speedy  dissolution 
of  parliament. 

They  believed  that  a  dissolution  of  parliament,  as  an  alternative 
to  resignation  of  office,  was  j  ustifiable  under  any  one  of  the  following 
circumstances  : — 

‘  1.  When  a  vote  of  “  no  confidence  ”  is  carried  against  a  govern¬ 
ment  which  has  not  already  appealed  to  the  country. 

‘  2.  When  there  are  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  that  an 
adverse  vote  against  the  government  does  not  represent  the  opinions 
and  wishes  of  the  country,  and  would  be  reversed  by  a  new  parlia¬ 
ment. 


n  Nova  Scotia  Assem.  Jour.  1860,  0  S.  Arrstralia  Leg.  Coun.  .Jour. 

App.  pp.  11-46 ;  ib.  1861,  App.  1871,  p.  65  ;  Assem.  Jour.  1871,  pp. 
No.  2.  235,  237. 
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‘  3.  When  the  existing  parliament  was  elected  under  the  auspices 
of  the  opponents  of  the  government. 

‘  4.  When  the  majority  against  a  government  is  so  small  as  to 
make  it  improbable  that  a  strong  government  can  be  formed  from 
the  opposition.’ 

All  these  conditions  they  believed  to  be  united  in  their  own 
ease.  The  present  ministry  was  appointed  a  year  ago,  after  a 
general  election  ;  and  the  constituencies  had  had  no  opportunity  of 
pronouncing  upon  their  public  policy. 

This  memorandum,  otherwise  very  able,  contained  one  grave 
error.  It  alleged  that  ‘  in  England  it  may  be  said  to  have  become 
a  maxim  of  constitutional  law  that  the  alternative  of  resignation  or 
dissolution  is  left  absolutely  to  the  discretion  and  responsibility  of 
ministers.’  And  it  inferred,  from  this  erroneous  assumption,  that 
a  similar  rule  should  be  recognised,  equally  without  qualification,  as 
applicable  to  the  colonies. p 

In  reply,  the  governor  pointed  out  that,  inasmuch  as  of  late 
years  it  had  not  been  customary  for  the  sovereign  to  refuse  a  dis¬ 
solution  asked  for  by  her  ministers,  as  an  alternative  to  a  resigna¬ 
tion  of  office — a  circumstance  from  which,  however,  a  very 
questionable  inference  was  drawn  in  respect  to  the  constitutional 
law  of  the  mother  country — it  was  not  therefore  to  be  assumed 
that  a  governor  had  no  discretion  in  such  matters.  Colonial 
governors,  though  not  constitutionally  responsible  to  colonial  legis¬ 
latures,  are  personally  responsible  to  the  Crown.  This  responsibility 
involves  practically,  though  indirectly,  serious  local  responsibilities 
-  especially  in  regard  to  dissolutions — of  which  no  governor  can 
divest  himself. 

Adverting  to  the  ‘  four  conditions  ’  above  specified — in  any  one 
of  which,  Mr.  Duffy  believed,  recourse  might  properly  be  had  to  a 
dissolution — the  governor  declined  to  admit  that  any  or  all  of  these 
considerations  ‘would,  under  all  conceivable  circumstances,  and 
without  any  reference  whatever  to  any  other  fact  or  facts,  however 
important,  justify  a  dissolution.’ 

Admitting  the  propriety  of  the  recommendation  to  dissolve  as 
coming  from  his  advisers,  the  governor  himself,  in  the  exercise  of 
his  constitutional  discretion,  thought  it  premature  at  the  time  to 
act  upon  that  advice. 

The  vote  of  censure  which  had  led  to  the  present  crisis  was 
principally  directed  against  acts  of  administration  and  not  of  legis¬ 
lation.  The  governor  was  not  satisfied  that  the  majority  in  the 

p  Com.  Pap.  1873,  v.  50,  p.  315.  See  also  Victoria  Assem.  Votes  and 
Proc.  1872,  No.  45. 
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assembly  would  not  have  approved  of  the  proposed  legislative  Dissolu- 

measures  of  ministers.  If  not,  with  parties  so  evenly  balanced  in  tKln  ,  . 

.  .  .  r  /  refused  in 

the  assembly,  a  new  administration  might  probably  be  formed  Victoria. 

which  would  obtain  sufficient  support  from  the  existing  chamber  to 

enable  them  to  carry  on  the  public  business. 

The  adoption  of  a  non-confidence  vote  by  the  assembly  had 
undoubtedly  rendered  it  impossible  for  the  present  ministry  to 
remain  in  office  unless  the  assembly  should  be  dissolved,  but  the 
governor  deemed  it  to  be  his  duty,  under  existing  circumstances,  to 
put  himself  into  communication  with  the  party  by  which  this  vote 
had  been  carried,  and  endeavour  to  form  a  ministry  without  being 
obliged  to  resort  to  that  which  he  considered  would  be  essentially, 
if  not  exclusively,  a  penal  dissolution. 

Whereupon  the  Duffy  administration  resigned.  They  did  not 
feel  warranted  in  debating  any  of  the  grounds  upon  which  his 
excellency  had  arrived  at  his  decision,  but  protested  against  being 
understood  as  implying  their  acquiescence  in  those  reasons. 

The  governor  then  sent  for  Mr.  Francis,  who  succeeded  in  form¬ 
ing  a  new  administration  to  which  the  confidence  of  parliament  was 
given,  without  the  necessity  for  having  recourse  to  a  dissolution.1 1 

In  reviewing  this  difficult  case,  it  is  evident,  in  the  Reasons 
first  place,  that  Lord  Canterbury  was  right  when  he  approving 
vindicated  for  himself  a  ‘  constitutional  discretion  ’  to  °fai^d 
decide  as  to  the  expediency  or  otherwise,  upon  grounds  burps 
of  public  policy,  whether  or  not  to  grant  an  appeal  to  <L01&lon' 
the  country  to  this  defeated  administration. 

No  doubt  the  governor’s  refusal  of  this  appeal  was  a 
great  hardship  to  the  Duffy  ministry,  for  they  had  good 
reason  to  anticipate  a  favourable  response  had  they 
been  allowed  a  dissolution. 

It  has  been  often  urged  that  a  ministry  is  entitled  to 
claim  from  the  Crown  the  dissolution  of  a  parliament 
which  had  been  elected  under  the  auspices  of  their 
political  opponents,  and  that  this  claim  may  be  pre¬ 
ferred  whenever  the  popular  branch  thinks  fit  to  with¬ 
hold  its  confidence  from  an  administration.  But  neither 
constitutional  usage  nor  a  just  appreciation  of  the 


q  Victoria  Assem. 
toria  Year  Book,  p.  1. 


Votes  and  Proc.  1872,  No.  45.  And  see  Vic- 
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monarchical  office  will  warrant  any  such  limitation  of  the 
discretion  of  the  Crown  in  the  exercise  of  this  preroga¬ 
tive.  For  it  is  not  a  legitimate  use  of  the  prerogative 
of  dissolution  to  resort  to  it  when  there  is  no  important 
political  question  upon  which  contending  parties  are 
directly  at  issue,  and  merely  in  order  to  maintain  in 
power  the  particular  ministers  who  are  in  office  at  the 
time.1' 

It  has  been  alleged  that  eminent  constitutional  au¬ 
thorities  in  England  expressed  their  opinion  that  Lord 
Canterbury  acted  on  this  occasion  too  arbitrarily  in 
refusing  to  grant  a  dissolution  to  the  Duffy  administra¬ 
tion.8  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  appear  that  the 
governor’s  decision  was  justified  by  the  result,  inas¬ 
much  as  the  ministry  which  succeeded  to  office  had  no 
difficulty  in  securing  the  confidence  of  the  existing 
assembly.  And  upon  the  retirement  of  Lord  Canterbury 
from  the  government  of  Victoria  in  the  following  year, 
when  his  term  of  service  expired,  he  received  cordial 
addresses  of  respect  and  consideration  for  his  public 
conduct  from  both  houses  of  the  colonial  parliament. 

In  New  Zealand,  on  October  5,  1872,  the  Stafford  administra¬ 
tion  was  defeated  in  the  house  of  representatives,  upon  a  motion 
by  Mr.  (now  Sir)  J ulius  V ogel  of  want  of  confidence,  which  was 
passed  by  a  majority  of  two.  This  ministry  had  been  in  existence 
but  four  weeks,  their  predecessors  having  resigned  upon  a  similar 
defeat  by  an  adverse  majority  of  three.  These  facts  seemed  to 
show  ‘  that  no  party  in  the  present  house  was  strong  enough  to 
command  a  reliable  working  majority.’ 

Mr.  Stafford  accordingly  advised  the  governor  (Sir  George 
Bowen)  to  grant  a  dissolution  of  parliament,  the  existing  house 
having  been  elected  during  the  time  of  the  preceding  administration, 
which  at  first  had  a  large  majority,  but  which  had  gradually  dwin¬ 
dled  away.  From  the  best  information  at  his  command,  Mr. 
Stafford  was  satisfied  that  the  result  of  a  dissolution  would  be  the 
return  of  a  decisive  majority  in  favour  of  his  policy. 

r  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  2,  p.  406,  new  ed.  p.  507. 

*  Private  letter  from  Victoria. 
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Before  replying  to  this  request,  the  governor  inquired  whether 
the  existing  parliament  would  be  ready  to  grant  the  necessary  sup¬ 
plies  to  carry  on  the  public  service  until  a  new  parliament  could  be 
convened.  Mr.  Stafford  answered  that  he  had  no  doubt  that,  in 
accordance  with  constitutional  usage,  the  requisite  supplies  for  the 
public  service,  limited  to  the  shortest  period  which  would  enable  a 
new  parliament  to  meet,  would  be  voted. 

On  October  7,  Governor  Bowen  made  known  his  decision.  Governor 
After  carefully  reviewing  the  case  in  all  its  bearings,  he  said  he  was 
unable  to  acquiesce  in  an  immediate  dissolution.  He  believed  fre-  <jissoiu_ 
quent  dissolutions  to  be  objectionable  on  principle.  ‘They  have  an  tion. 
obvious  tendency  to  cause  members  to  be  regarded  as  mere  delegates 
of  the  constituencies  and  not  as  representatives  of  the  country  at 
large.’  The  existing  parliament,  elected  for  five  years,  is  barely 
eighteen  months  old.  No  measure  of  urgent  importance  on  which 
public  opinion  is  divided  is  before  the  country.  The  governor  was 
not,  therefore,  satisfied  that  a  dissolution  would  materially  alter 
the  present  evenly  balanced  state  of  parties.  He  would  prefer  to 
try  and  form  a  new  ministry  on  a  wider  basis,  which  might  be 
strong  enough  to  carry  on  the  government  without  delay  or  inter¬ 
ruption. 

Accordingly,  the  Stafford  administration  resigned  office,  and  on  New 
October  11,  the  Waterhouse  ministry  was  appointed.  This  cabinet  ministry, 
at  once  commanded  a  strong  working  majority  in  the  legislature,  a 
circumstance  which,  coupled  with  other  subsequent  events,  proved 
unmistakably  that  the  general  sentiment  of  parliament  and  of  the 
country  was  in  favour  of  the  course  pursued  by  Governor  Bowen 
on  this  occasion.1 

Two  months  afterwards,  however,  the  premier  (Mr.  Waterhouse) 
unexpectedly  brought  about  another  ministerial  crisis  by  placing 
his  resignation  in  the  governor’s  hands.  There  had  been  no  differ¬ 
ence  whatever  between  ministers  and  the  governor,  nor  any  serious 
dissensions  in  the  cabinet.  But  Mr.  Waterhouse  was  dissatisfied 
with  the  relations  between  himself  and  Mr.  Vogel,  a  brother 
minister,  whose  influence  in  the  cabinet  was  seemingly  predominant. 

He  therefore  determined  to  retire.  The  governor  begged  him  to 
reconsider  his  resolve,  in  view  especially  of  the  fact  that  the  resig¬ 
nation  of  the  prime  minister  must,  by  constitutional  usage,  dissolve 
the  ministry,  and  this  too  at  a  very  inconvenient  period.  But,  as 
Mr.  Waterhouse  adhered  to  his  determination,  the  governor  re¬ 
quested  Mr.  Fox  to  assume  the  premiership  and  reconstruct  the 

1  N.  Zealand  H.  of  Rep.  Jour.  And  see  Rusden,  Hist.  N.  Zealand, 

1872,  App.  A,  No.  10 ;  Leg.  Coun.  v.  3,  p.  38. 

Jour.  1873,  App.  No.  4,  pp.  5,  19. 
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ministry.  Mr.  Fox  undertook  this  duty,  but  in  a  month  afterwards 
he  also  resigned.  Mr.  Vogel  was  then  appointed  premier,  making 
five  successive  administrations  in  seven  months  !  The  secretary  of 
state  for  the  colonies  was  duly  notified  of  these  transactions,  but 
he  contented  himself  with  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the 
despatches  communicating  the  information." 

In  the  same  colony,  in  November,  1877,  the  premier,  Sir  George 
Grey,  requested  the  governor,  the  Marquis  of  Normanby,  to  dissolve 
the  house  of  representatives,  on  account  of  the  evenly  balanced 
state  of  parties  therein.  The  Grey  administration  had  taken  office 
on  October  13  previous,  on  the  defeat  of  their  predecessors  upon  a 
vote  of  want  of  confidence.  On  October  24,  before  the  new 
ministers  had  announced  their  intended  policy,  a  vote  of  want  of 
confidence  was  submitted  against  them.  This  was  negatived,  on 
November  6,  by  the  casting  vote  of  the  speaker.  Shortly  after,  a 
similar  motion  was  proposed,  during  the  debate  upon  which  ministers 
asked  for  a  dissolution  of  parliament. 

They  based  their  claim  to  a  dissolution  upon  the  fact  that  at  the 
last  general  election  the  ex-ministry  were  in  power,  and  upon  their 
conviction  that  the  new  elections  would  give  them  a  large  majority 
of  supporters. 

In  reply,  the  governor  expressed  his  opinion  that  a  dissolution 
was,  at  present,  undesirable  ;  principally  because  (1)  he  believed 
that  the  existing  difficulties  might  be  disposed  of  without  recourse 
to  such  an  act ;  (2)  because  the  parliament  was  now  only  in  its 
second  session,  and  legislation  was  contemplated  upon  the  question 
of  representation,  which  would  probably  necessitate  a  dissolution  • 
(3)  because  no  great  question  was  at  issue  upon  which  to  appeal  to 
the  constituencies  ;  (4)  because  he  had  no  assurance  that  a  dissolu¬ 
tion  would  produce  a  working  majority  in  favour  of  ministers  ;  and 
(5)  because  no  supply  had  yet  been  granted  ;  and  unless  the  house 
should  first  vote  supplies,  for  at  least  three  months,  the  governor 
could  not  undertake  to  consider  the  question  of  a  dissolution. 

Furthermore,  it  did  not  appear  that  from  the  outset  this 
administration  had  been  able  to  command  a  majority  of  the  house. 
The  speakers  vote,  which  alone  had  saved  them  from  defeat,  is, 
according  to  parliamentary  usage,  always  given  with  a  view  not  to 
preclude  the  house  from  reconsidering  a  question  so  decided  upon. 
A  speaker’s  casting  vote,  given  to  negative  a  vote  of  want  of  confi¬ 
dence,  ‘  can  hardly  be  taken  as  an  expression  of  confidence  on  the 
part  of  the  house. ’v 


11  Rusden,  Hist.  N.  Zealand, 
v.  3,  p.  48 ;  N.  Zealand  Pari. 
Pap.  1873,  A  1,  a.  pp.  7-20;  N. 


Zealand  Statistics,  1876,  pp.  6,  7. 
v  See  ante,  p.  714  n. 
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Sir  George  Grey’s  answer  to  the  governor’s  memorandum  was, 
for  the  most  part,  a  vindication  of  his  right  to  a  dissolution,  whether 
or  not  supply  should  be  previously  granted,  as  to  which,  he  believed, 

‘  the  governor  had  nothing  to  do,  because  the  decision  ought  to  rest 
with  the  ministers,  the  parliament,  and  the  people.’ 

In  a  subsequent  memorandum,  ministers  strongly  urged  the 
necessity,  on  financial  grounds,  for  a  speedy  dissolution.  They 
denied  the  right  of  the  governor  to  base  his  exercise  of  the  power  to 
dissolve  parliament  upon  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown.  They  con¬ 
tended  that  it  was  a  power  derived  from  the  constitution  act,  and 
was,  therefore,  ‘  one  of  those  questions  on  which,  according  to  con¬ 
stitutional  law,  the  governor  should  act  on  the  advice  of  his 
ministers.’  They,  therefore,  reasserted  their  right  to  a  dissolution, 

‘  unfettered  by  any  condition  of  supplies  being  granted  ;  ’  and  de¬ 
clined  to  enter  into  any  compromise  in  the  matter. 

The  governor,  in  his  reply,  pointed  out  that,  under  the  constitu¬ 
tion  act,  his  right,  at  his  own  discretion,  to  prorogue  or  dissolve  the 
assembly  was  clear  j  and  that,  by  the  royal  instructions,  his 
authority  to  exercise  that  right,  notwithstanding  the  opposition  of 
his  ministers,  was  established.  Accordingly,  he  ‘  could  not  admit 
that  ministers  have  an  unqualified  right  to  a  dissolution  when  the 
governor  may  consider  it  undesirable  or  unnecessary. 

Ministers  still  endeavoured  to  controvert  the  governor’s  argu¬ 
ments  ;  but  he  refused  to  discuss  with  them  his  constitutional  posi¬ 
tion,  responsibilities,  or  duties ;  though  he  admitted  their  undoubted 
right  to  appeal  to  her  Majesty,  through  the  secretary  of  state,  in 
respect  to  his  conduct,  whenever  he  might  deem  it  his  duty  to  decline 
to  comply  with  their  advice.  Should  such  a  complaint  be  preferred, 
the  governor  would  forward  it  to  the  secretary  of  state  with  such 
explanations  as  might  be  required. 

Reiterated  attempts  were  made  by  the  ministry  to  induce  the 
governor  to  give  way  and  grant  them  a  dissolution  of  patliament,  in 
conformity  with  the  rights  which  they  contended  appertained  to  the 
Queen’s  ministers  in  England.  But  his  excellency  adhered  to  his 
resolve,  not  under  present  circumstances  to  yield  to  their  request, 
until  at  any  rate  all  other  expedients  had  failed  to  beget  a  good 
understanding  between  ministers  and  the  house.  He  did  not  think 
it  expedient  to  impose  an  unconstitutional  pressure  on  parliament 
by  promising  a  dissolution  at  some  future  period,  when  it  might  suit 
ministers  to  go  to  the  country  ;  nor  did  he  see  any  immediate  need 
for  such  an  act.  He  would  not  deny  that  ministers  in  a  colony 
have  equal  rights  with  ministers  in  England,  in  matters  that  do  not 
affect  Imperial  interests  ;  but  he  did  not  believe  that,  in  similar  cir¬ 
cumstances,  a  minister  in  England  would  ask  for  a  dissolution  w'hen 
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there  was  no  great  political  question  directly  at  issue  between  the 
contending  parties,  and  simply  in  order  to  maintain  in  power  ’  an 
existing  administration. 

The  upshot  of  the  matter  was  that  parliament  was  prorogued, 
without  reference  to  any  contemplated  dissolution,  the  usual  sup¬ 
plies,  meanwhile,  having  been  voted  for  the  service  of  the  current 
year.w 

A  month  after  the  prorogation  Sir  George  Grey  renewed  his 
application  to  the  governor  for  a  dissolution  of  parliament.  But  at 
this  time  Lord  Normanby  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  a  fair 
prospect  of  the  ministry  being  able  to  secure,  in  the  next  session, 
the  support  of  the  popular  chamber.  And  as  there  was  no  definite 
question  at  issue  upon  which  an  appeal  to  the  country  could  be 
made,  the  governor  again  declined  to  accede  to  this  request.  Upon 
which  Sir  George  Grey  repeated  his  assertion  that  the  governor  was 
not  warranted  in  exercising  any  discretion  in  the  matter,  and  claimed 
that  he  ought  to  grant  a  dissolution  whenever  a  ministry  thought  fit 
to  demand  it. 

Whereupon  his  excellency  submitted  the  entire  correspondence 
on  this  question  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies.  Sir  M. 
Hicks-Beach,  in  a  despatch  dated  February  15,  1878,  expressed  his 
dissent  from  Sir  George  Grey's  opinion,  in  respect  to  the  powers  of 
the  governor,  as  being  an  undue  limitation  of  the  prerogative  of  the 
Crown.  He  said  that  ‘  the  responsibility,  which  is  a  grave  one,  of 
deciding  whether,  in  any  particular  case,  it  is  right  and  expedient, 
having  regard  to  the  claims  of  the  respective  parties  in  parlia¬ 
ment,  and  to  the  general  interests  of  the  colony,  that  a  dissolution 
should  be  granted,  must,  under  the  constitution,  rest  with  the 
governor.  In  discharging  this  responsibility,  he  will,  of  course, 
pay  the  greatest  attention  to  any  representations  that  may  be  made 
to  him  by  those  who,  at  the  time,  are  his  constitutional  advisers  ; 
but,  if  he  should  feel  himself  bound  to  take  the  responsibility  of 
not  following  his  ministers’  recommendation,  there  can,  I  appre¬ 
hend,  be  no  doubt  that  both  law  and  practice  empower  him  to 
do  so.’x 

The  Grey  administration  continued  in  office  for  about  two  years. 
But,  on  July  29,  1879,  they  were  defeated  by  a  majority  of  four¬ 
teen,  in  the  house  of  representatives,  upon  an  amendment  to  the 
address  in  answer  to  the  speech  from  the  throne,  at  the  opening  of 
the  session.  This  amendment  expressed  a  want  of  confidence  in  the 
ministry. 

w  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1877,  N.  Zealand  Gaz.  1878,  pp.  911- 
A.  7  ;  ib.  1878,  A.  1,  p.  3.  914. 
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Sir  George  Grey  then  applied  to  the  governor  (Sir  Hercules 
Robinson)  to  grant  him  a  dissolution  of  parliament.  His  excellency 
responded  to  the  request  in  the  following  memorandum,  which  was 
laid  on  the  table  of  the  house  by  the  premier  :  y — 

‘  I  have  carefully  considered  the  position  in  which  ministers  are 
placed  by  the  defeat  which  they  have  just  sustained,  in  the  house 
of  representatives,  upon  a  no-confidence  motion  ;  and  I  am  clearly 
of  opinion  that  they  have  a  fair  constitutional  claim  to  a  dis¬ 
solution. 

‘  No  doubt  a  general  election  at  the  present  moment  would  be 
inconvenient,  having  regard  to  the  condition  of  public  business  (the 
prevailing  financial  depression)  and  the  circumstances  of  the  colony 
generally — especially  the  native  difficulties  upon  the  west  coast.  But 
I  presume  that  ministers  have  carefully  considered  the  consequences 
of  such  a  step,  before  tendering  to  me  advice  to  dissolve  ;  and  I  am, 
therefore,  prepared  to  adopt  their  recommendation — leaving  with 
them  the  entire  responsibility  of  such  a  proceeding. 

‘  At  the  same  time,  I  think  it  right  to  stipulate  that  the  well- 
recognised  constitutional  principles  which  govern  cases  like  the  pre¬ 
sent  shall  be  strictly  adhered  to.  Ministers  have  lost  the  confidence 
of  the  representatives  of  the  people,  and  are  about  to  appeal  from 
them  to  the  country.  A  majority  of  the  house  of  representatives 
has  declared  that  ministers  have  so  neglected  and  mismanaged  the 
administrative  business  of  the  country  that  they  no  longer  possess 
the  confidence  of  parliament.  It  is  indispensable  in  such  circum¬ 
stances,  if  ministers  do  not  at  once  resign,  that  parliament  shall  be 
dissolved  with  the  least  possible  delay  ;  and  that,  meanwhile,  no 
measure  shall  be  proposed  that  may  not  be  imperatively  required, 
nor  any  contested  motion  whatever  brought  forward.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary  also,  and  in  accordance  with  established  constitutional  precedent, 
that  the  new  parliament  shall  be  called  together  at  the  earliest 
moment  at  which  the  writs  are  returnable.  z 

(  If  ministers  accept  a  dissolution  upon  this  understanding,  I  beg 
that,  in  any  explanation  which  the  premier  may  think  proper  to 


r  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1879, 
A.  1. 

z  In  an  electoral  act  passed  in 
New  South  Wales  in  1880  (44  Vie. 
No.  13,  secs.  15  and  16),  it  is  pro¬ 
vided  that  writs  for  general  elections 
shall  always  be  made  returnable 
within  thirty-five  days  after  their 
issue,  and  that  the  day  to  be  fixed 


for  the  meeting  of  parliament  shall 
be  within  seven  days  after  the  re¬ 
turn  day  of  the  writs.  In  Victoria 
writs  are  returnable  within  forty 
days,  in  Tasmania  within  fifty  days, 
in  New  Zealand  within  forty  days  ; 
but  no  date  fixed  for  meeting  of 
parliament. 
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make  to  parliament,  the  answer  which  I  have  given  to  his  tendered 
advice  may  be  stated  in  my  own  words. 

‘  Hercules  Robinson. 

‘  July  30,  1879.’ 

By  a  ‘  contested  motion,’  the  governor  subsequently  explained  to 
Sir  George  Grey  that  he  did  not  mean  a  bill  of  supply  or  a  loan  bill. 
Ministers  thereupon  entered  into  communication  with  the  opposi¬ 
tion,  for  the  purpose  of  arriving  at  a  good  understanding  in  respect 
to  the  measures  which  should  be  allowed  to  proceed  without  objec¬ 
tion,  as  being  of  imperative  importance,  and  not  involving  any  dis¬ 
puted  principle.3-  On  August  1 1  parliament  was  prorogued  by  com¬ 
mission,  and  the  dissolution  ensued  shortly  afterwards. 

Meanwhile,  however,  a  curious,  if  not  an  unprecedented,  circum¬ 
stance  occurred.  The  majority  in  both  branches  of  the  legislature 
were  not  disposed  to  accept  the  assurances  of  the  premier  that  a  new 
parliament  should  be  convened  at  the  earliest  possible  moment. 
They,  therefore,  passed  formal  resolutions  and  addresses  to  the 
governor  on  the  subject,  requesting  his  excellency  to  take  such  steps 
as  might  afford  an  adequate  security  that  the  meeting  of  the  new 
parliament  should  not  be  delayed  any  longer  than  might  be  indis¬ 
pensably  necessary.  Whereupon,  the  following  correspondence  took 
place  between  the  governor  and  the  premier,  which,  by  desire  of 
the  governor,  was  presented  to  both  houses  of  the  general  as¬ 
sembly  : b — 

‘  Memorandum  for  the  Premier. 

‘  The  governor  has  received,  from  the  speaker  of  the  legislative 
council  and  from  the  speaker  of  the  house  of  representatives,  ad¬ 
dresses  which  have  been  adopted  by  each  house  of  the  legislature,  in 
effect  urging  the  governor  to  insist  upon  the  faithful  fulfilment  of 
the  stipulation  which  he  attached  to  the  promise  of  a  dissolution  ; 
namely,  that  the  new  parliament  shall  be  called  together  at  the 
earliest  moment  at  which  the  writs  can  be  made  returnable. 

‘  In  view  of  these  circumstances,  and  of  the  fact  that  ministers 
have  been  condemned  in  both  houses  of  parliament — having  regard 
also  to  the  critical  state  of  native  affairs — the  governor  considers 
that  it  is  his  bounden  duty  to  take  every  possible  precaution  that  he 
shall  be  in  a  position  to  recur  to  the  advice  of  a  new  parliament  at 
the  earliest  date  allowed  by  law. 

‘  The  governor  desires,  therefore,  to  inform  the  premier  that, 
before  proroguing  parliament  with  a  view  to  dissolution,  he  must 
receive  from  the  premier  a  written  assurance,  which  shall  appear  to 

a  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  31,  p.  b  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1879, 
327.  A.  2. 
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the  governor  satisfactory,  as  to  the  date  on  which  the  premier  will  Grey 
advise  the  issue  of  the  new  writs,  and  the  date  upon  which  he  will  imrnstry- 
advise  that  they  be  made  returnable. 

‘  Hercules  Robinson. 

‘  August  7,  1879.’ 

‘  Memorandum  for  his  Excellency. 

‘  Sir  George  Grey  presents  his  respectful  compliments  to  Sir  Minis- 
Hercules  Robinson. 

‘  In  obedience  to  the  terms  of  the  directions  contained  in  the  {^eon. 
governor’s  memorandum  of  the  7th  inst.,  Sir  George  Grey  gives  a 
written  assurance  that  he  will  advise  that  the  writs  summoning  the 
new  parliament  shall  be  issued  within  two  days  after  the  dissolu¬ 
tion,  and  that  they  shall  be  made  returnable  within  thirty  days  after 
their  issue  ;  and  Sir  George  Grey  trusts  that  this  assurance  will  be 
satisfactory  to  the  governor. 

‘  G.  Grey. 

1  Wellington  :  August  8,  1879.’ 

‘  Memorandum  for  the  Premier. 

‘  The  governor  thanks  the  premier  for  his  memorandum  of  this 
date,  and  in  reply  has  much  pleasure  in  informing  him  that  the 
assurance  which  it  contains  is  quite  satisfactory. 

1  If  the  premier  sees  no  objection,  the  governor  would  be  glad  if 
he  would  communicate  to  the  legislative  council  arid  to  the  house  of 
representatives  the  governor’s  memorandum  of  yesterday,  with  the 
subsequent  memoranda  on  the  subject,  as  showing  to  both  houses 
the  action  taken  by  the  governor  upon  their  addresses. 

‘  Hercules  Robinson. 

‘  August  8,  1879.’ 

The  elections  virtually  turned  on  the  question  whether  Sir  G.  Grey 
Grey  should  continue  to  rule  the  colony.  They  resulted  unfavour- 
ablv  to  his  administration,  so  that,  on  the  assembling  of  the  new 
parliament,  on  September  24,  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence  was  pro¬ 
posed,  which,  after  a  protracted  debate,  was  carried  against  minis¬ 
ters,  but  only  by  a  majority  of  two.  On  October  3  the  ministry 
resigned.  Mr.  John  Hall  was  then  entrusted  by  the  governor  with  ^ew 
the  formation  of  a  new  administration— a  task  which  he  successfully  ministry 
accomplished.  Sir  George  Grey  accepted  his  defeat,  and  declared  formed' 
his  intention  of  not  again  being  a  candidate  for  office.0 


c  N.  Zealand  House  Jour.  1880,  App.  A.  1,  p.  35.  The  Colonies 
newspaper,  Nov.  29,  1879. 
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Mr.  Hall  announced  the  intended  policy  of  his  ministry  in  the 
house  of  representatives  on  October  14.  But  the  new  administra¬ 
tion  were  met  by  vehement  opposition  in  that  chamber  before 
they  had  time  to  prove  their  fitness  for  office.  A  vote  of  want  of 
confidence  was  proposed  against  them  at  the  outset.  They  suc¬ 
ceeded,  however,  in  winning  over  certain  of  their  opponents  ;  this 
motion  was  withdrawn,  and  the  new  ministry  proceeded  successfully 
with  public  business.11 

Sir  George  Grey,  however,  undertook  to  assail  the  new  premier 
upon  extraordinary  grounds,  and  in  a  very  unprecedented  and  dis¬ 
creditable  manner. 

It  appears  that  Mr.  Hall  was  a  member  of  the  legislative 
council,  but,  previously  to  the  general  election,  he  determined  to 
resign  his  seat  therein,  with  a  view  to  election  to  the  house  of 
representatives,  and  for  the  purpose  of  leading  his  party  in  that 
house.  He  accordingly  applied  to  the  governor  for  permission  to 
relinquish  his  seat  as  a  life-member  in  the  council,  which  had  been 
repeatedly  done  before  under  similar  circumstances.  Sir  G.  Grey 
(then  in  office  as  premier)  endeavoured  to  thwart  Mr.  Hall  in  this 
project,  and  declined  to  consent  to  the  formal  acts  necessary  to 
complete  the  transaction. 

The  governor  remonstrated  with  the  premier  for  such  un¬ 
generous  conduct.  He  pointed  out  that  it  was  a  perfectly  justifi¬ 
able  as  well  as  a  not  unusual  proceeding,  and  declined  ‘to  lend 
himself  to  any  device  for  placing  one  of  the  premier’s  political 
opponents  under  a  disability  not  imposed  by  law,’  declaring  that  he 
would  not  be  ‘  a  party  to  such  an  unprecedented  and  strained  exercise 
of  a  mere  formal  act  of  prerogative  for  party  purposes.’  Sir  G.  Grey, 
however,  persisted  in  his  opposition,  and  warned  Sir  Hercules 
Ptobinson  that  1  every  act  of  the  governor  must  be  done  under  advice 
and  ministerial  responsibility.’  The  governor  replied  that  this 
doctrine  was  undoubtedly  correct,  but  that  a  governor  *  could  always 
reject  ministerial  advice  if  he  were  prepared  to  face  the  constitutional 
consequences  ;  and  that,  in  this  case,  if  such  advice  were  tendered, 
he  should  unquestionably  refuse  it,  which  would  leave  the  premier 
with  the  constitutional  alternative  of  resignation  or  acquiescence  in 
the  refusal.’  The  premier  then  took  his  departure,  saying  he  should 
consult  his  colleagues.  The  result  was  that  the  necessary  papers  to 
complete  Mr.  Hall’s  resignation  were  quietly  sent  to  the  governor 
for  his  signature. 

Afterwards,  in  debate  in  the  house  of  representatives,  Sir  George 


d  The  Colonies  newspaper,  Dec.  6  and  27, 1879 ;  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb. 
v.  32,  p.  579. 
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Grey,  without  permission  of  the  governor,  disclosed  these  particulars, 
disavowed  any  responsibility  for  the  transaction  by  which  Mr.  Hall 
was  enabled  to  vacate  his  seat  in  one  house  so  as  to  become  a  candi¬ 
date  for  the  other,  and  threw  upon  the  governor  the  onus  and 
responsibility  of  it. 

This  placed  the  governor  in  a  dilemma.  He  was  anxious  not  to 
obtrude  his  name  and  authority  before  either  house  of  parliament  in 
an  irregular  way  ;  and  yet  he  could  not  allow  such  unwarrantable 
conduct  on  the  part  of  Sir  George  Grey  to  pass  without  notice  or 
explanation.  His  excellency  therefore  put  in  writing  the  history  of 
this  occurrence,  and  gave  the  memorandum  to  Mr.  Hall  to  make 
what  use  of  it  he  pleased.  Mr.  Hall  read  this  paper  to  the  house  on 
October  21,  but  not  as  an  official  communication.  It  plainly  showed 
that,  while  Sir  G.  Grey  had  publicly  stated  that  he  had  opposed  the 
act  in  question,  but  that  the  governor  had  insisted  upon  it,  and 
therefore  it  had  been  done  by  him,  ‘  without  advice,’  that  this 
statement  was,  in  fact,  ‘  only  half  the  truth.’  Sir  G.  Grey’s  subse¬ 
quent  conduct,  in  causing  the  papers  necessary  to  perfect  Mr.  Hall’s 
resignation  to  be  forwarded  to  the  governor  ‘  without  any  adverse 
advice,’  was  tantamount  to  his  formal  acquiescence  in  the  act,  and 
rendered  himself,  as  premier  and  not  the  governor,  solely  responsible 
for  the  same  to  the  house  of  representatives.®  It  need  not  be  said 
that  this  is  sound  doctrine,  for  no  ministry  can  relieve  themselves 
from  the  responsibility  of  having  advised  an  act  done  by  the  Crown 
during  their  continuance  in  office! 

The  Hall  administration  continued  in  office  until  April,  1882, 
when  it  retired  under  the  following  circumstances.  In  the  session 
of  1881,  ministers  being  strong  in  the  confidence  of  parliament, 
obtained  a  grant  of  supply,  not  merely  to  the  close  of  the  financial 
year  (on  March  31),  which  extended  to  a  considerable  time  after  the 
natural  end  of  the  existing  parliament,  but  for  two  months  later. 


e  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Deb.  v.  32, 
pp.  283-289,  387,  397.  See  also  N. 
Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1879,  Sess.  II. 
No.  H.,  26,  for  a  correspondence  be¬ 
tween  Sir  G.  Grey  and  Governor 
Normanby,  shortly  before  his  ex¬ 
cellency  left  the  colony,  wherein 
the  governor  complains  of  personal 
discourtesy  towards  himself  on  the 
part  of  the  premier,  and  that  im¬ 
portant  information  on  public  affairs 
had  been  ‘  purposely  withheld  from 
him.’  Again,  on  July  24,  1880, 
Governor  Robinson  was  obliged  to 
send  a  memorandum  to  his  minis¬ 


ters  to  deny  an  allegation  made  by 
Sir  G.  Grey  in  his  place  in  the 
house  of  representatives  in  debate 
on  the  Maori  prisoners  bill,  wherein 
Sir  G.  Grey  (then  leading  the  op¬ 
position)  had  misapprehended  cer¬ 
tain  facts,  to  the  detriment  of  the 
governor.  The  premier  communi¬ 
cated  this  information  to  the  house, 
and  the  governor  transmitted  the 
particulars  to  the  secretary  of  state 
for  the  colonies.  N.  Zealand  House 
Jour.  1881,  App.  A.  1,  p.  8. 
f  See  ante ,  pp.  19,  50,  128. 
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The  session  closed  on  September  24.  On  November  8  the  premier 
advised  an  immediate  dissolution  with  an  expressed  intention  of  not 
holding  another  session  for  six  months.  The  governor,  Sir  A.  H. 
Gordon,  consented  to  this  proposal  with  some  hesitation.  The 
elections  resulted  in  the  return  of  an  unusual  number  of  ‘  indepen¬ 
dent  ’  members,  and  the  avowed  supporters  of  ministers  had  not  ‘  an 
absolute  majority.’  This  induced  the  governor  to  believe  that  an 
early  session  of  the  new  parliament  should  take  place.  Ministers 
did  not  concur  in  this  opinion  ;  and  although  six  leading  members 
of  the  house  memorialised  the  governor  to  convene  parliament  before 
the  expiry  of  the  financial  year,  it  was  not  summoned  to  meet  un¬ 
til  May  18.  Meanwhile  the  premier  was  obliged  to  resign  on  account 
of  ill-health.  His  colleagues  likewise  retired.  But  Mr.  Hall 
advised  the  governor  to  authorise  Mr.  Whitaker  (the  attorney- 
general)  to  form  a  new  ministry.  At  first  the  governor  declined, 
and  sent  for  the  leader  of  the  opposition,  Sir  George  Grey,  to  consult 
him  on  the  emergency.  Sir  George  was  not  confident  of  his  own 
success  if  he  were  charged  with  the  formation  of  a  ministry.  The 
governor  then  summoned  Mr.  Whitaker,  who  succeeded  in  re- con¬ 
structing  the  former  ministry  under  himself  as  premier.  The  new 
administration  found  no  difficulty  in  securing  the  confidence  of 
parliament.® 

In  Tasmania  in  May,  1877,  the  Fysh  ministry  having  been 
defeated  in  the  house  of  assembly  on  a  vote  of  want  of  confidence, 
the  premier  requested  the  governor  to  grant  them  a  dissolution, 
inasmuch  as  they  had  lately  acceded  to  office  upon  the  voluntary 
resignation  of  their  predecessors,  and  because  for  years  past  there 
had  been  a  want  of  co-operation  between  the  two  houses  of 
parliament. 

The  governor,  Mr.  (afterwards  Sir)  F.  A.  Weld,  in  a  memorandum 
dated  May  11,  1877,  reviewed  the  position  of  ministers.  He  ad¬ 
mitted  the  reasonableness  of  their  request,  and  consented  to  the 
dissolution.  But  in  a  subsequent  despatch  to  the  colonial  secretary 
he  took  occasion  to  declare  ‘  that  in  all  cases  the  representative  of 
the  Crown  should  be  more  careful  in  granting  a  dissolution  than  the 
Crown  might  be  in  England,  as  he  must  sometimes  be  advised  by 
ministers  not  sufficiently  determined  to  waive  small  party  advan¬ 
tages,  somewhat  accustomed  occasionally  to  the  sledge-hammer  style 
of  political  warfare,  and  not  uniformly  imbued  with  that  constitu¬ 
tional  knowledge  and  spirit  which  often  seems  hereditary  and  is 
generally  inherent  in  British  statesmen.’ 

His  excellency  did  not  refer,  in  his  memorandum,  to  the  ques- 


e  N.  Zealand  Pari.  Pap.  1882,  A.  5 ;  ib.  Deb.  v.  41,  p.  35. 
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tion  of  supplies,  because  he  thought  that  £  the  Crown  ought  not 
beforehand  to  express  its  decision  upon  a  theoretical  question  not 
immediately  before  it,’  and  because  ‘  he  had  no  right  to  suppose  that 
parliament  would  depart  from  the  most  usual  and  most  constitu¬ 
tional  course  of  voting  necessary  supplies  for  the  period  that  must 
elapse  before  the  meeting  of  the  new  parliament.’  But  he  did  not 
hesitate  to  say  ‘that  nothing  but  the  most  extreme  and  clear  public 
necessity  would  justify  the  Crown  in  dissolving  after  supplies  had 
been  refused.’  And  he  privately  notified  the  prime  minister  that, 
in  the  event  of  previous  supply  being  now  refused,  he  should  require 
the  administration  to  resign.  The  premier  replied  : — 1 1  wrould  not 
ask  you,  sir,  to  do  anything  that  you  consider  to  be  contrary  to  your 
duty.’  The  supplies  were  accordingly  voted. 

The  governor’s  memorandum  was  laid  on  the  table  of  the  as¬ 
sembly  by  ministers,  and  the  house  proceeded  to  criticise  the  contents 
of  that  document.  They  recorded  their  opinion  that  his  excellency’s 
statements,  upon  which  he  had  agreed  to  allow  the  ministers  a  dis¬ 
solution  of  parliament,  were  inaccurate,  and  that  consequently  the 
deductions  therefrom  were  erroneous.  This  was  unmistakably  to 
impugn  the  governor’s  decision,  and  was  a  proof  of  the  irregularity 
of  the  course  taken  by  ministers  in  making  public  a  document 
which  should  have  been  held  as  confidential,  thereby  exposing  the 
governor  to  attack  from  their  political  opponents.  His  excellency, 
however,  refrained  from  any  attempt  at  self -justification,  and  would 
not  allow  himself  to  be  drawn  into  controversy  with  the  house  of 
assembly.  He  dissolved  parliament,  and  then  wrote  a  despatch  to 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  in  explanation  of  his  conduct. 
In  reply  he  received  a  despatch  expressing  approval  by  her  Majesty’s 
government  of  his  action  in  this  matter.  Pursuant  to  an  address 
from  the  legislative  council,  this  correspondence  was  communicated 
to  the  local  parliament.11 

In  1879  the  Crowther  administration  (which  replaced  that  of 
Mr.  Giblin  in  December,  1878  ;  Mr.  Giblin  having  succeeded  Mr. 
Fysh  as  premier,  without  any  further  change  in  the  ministry  in 
March,  1878),1  finding  themselves  too  weak  to  carry  on  the  govern¬ 
ment  in  the  existing  house  of  assembly  (a  vote  of  want  of  confidence 
having  been  carried  against  them  therein  by  a  majority  of  one  on 
October  18),  applied  to  the  governor  to  grant  them  a  dissolution  of 
parliament.  The  ministry,  moreover,  had  been  further  weakened 
by  the  following  resolution,  which  was  carried  in  the  legislative 
council  on  October  14,  1879  : — 


h  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Jour.  No.  19. 

1877,  Sess.  2,  No.  45;  ib.  Sess.  4,  1  lb.  1878-79,  No.  47. 

3  E 
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Dissolu-  ‘  That  the  conduct  of  the  Hon.  W.  L.  Crowther,  the  premier  of 

t,ion  asked  £jie  colony)  in  promoting  an  appeal  to  the  public  of  Tasmania  (on 
Tasmania,  behalf  of  Gertrude  Kenny,  late  matron  of  the  New  Norfolk 
Asylum,  who  had  been  dismissed  from  her  office  by  order  of  the 
asylum  commissioners),  in  which  grave  reflections  are  made  on  the 
commissioners  of  the  hospital  for  the  insane,  is  unwarranted,  highly 
unbecoming,  and  deserves  the  censure  of  this  council.’ 

The  ministerial  memorandum  presented  to  both  houses  was  as 
follows  : — 

‘Ministers  considered  it  their  duty  to  ask  for  a  dissolution  for 
the  following  reasons  : — 

‘1.  Parties  being  so  equally  divided  in  the  present  house,  the 
difficulty,  if  not  impossibility,  of  carrying  on  the  government  in  a 
satisfactory  manner  appeared  to  them  to  warrant  an  appeal  to  the 
several  constituencies. 

‘  2.  That  ministers  having  submitted  a  distinct  policy,  including 
direct  taxation  on  property  and  income  and  the  reform  of  the  con¬ 
stitutional  act,  the  country  should  be  called  upon  to  express  an 
opinion  favourable  or  otherwise  of  that  policy. 

‘  3.  That  ministers  were  bound,  in  justice  to  their  supporters  and 
themselves,  to  evidence  their  willingness  to  submit  both  the  policy 
and  'personnel  of  the  administration  to  the  verdict  of  the  electors, 
as  the  present  house  had,  by  a  majority  of  one,  expressed  its  want 
of  confidence  in  ministers. 

‘  The  premier  and  the  colonial  secretary  waited  upon  the 
governor,  and  asked  for  a  dissolution  on  the  grounds  above  stated, 
and  expressed  their  belief  that  they  were  justified  in  making  the 
application,  and  desirous  at  the  same  time  that  whatever  decision 
his  excellency  might  arrive  at  such  application  should,  be  duly 
recorded.’ 

The  governor  in  the  following  memorandum,  addressed  to  the 
premier,  declined  to  grant  a  dissolution  : — 

‘1.  A  vote  of  want  of  confidence  in  ministers  having  been 
carried  in  the  house  of  assembly,  they  have  asked  for  a  dissolu¬ 
tion. 

‘  2.  The  present  house  of  assembly  was  elected  a  little  over  two 
years  ago. 

‘3.  It  was  elected  under  the  auspice?,  and  the  dissolution  had 
been  given  at  the  request,  of  the  party  now  in  office. 

‘  4.  I  have  no  assurance  or  ground  for  belief  that  a  general 
election  would  now  materially  alter  the  strength  of  parties. 

o.  h  o  distinct  division  of  parties  m  the  house  upon  any  ques¬ 
tion  to  be  put  to  the  country  has  been  shown  to  my  satisfaction. 
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The  question  of  direct  taxation  was  to  some  extent  brought  before 
the  country  at  the  last  election,  but  appeared  little  to  influence  the 
result.  An  income-tax  bill  passed  the  house  of  assembly  last 
session,  and  the  principle  of  direct  taxation  has  since  been  virtually 
reaffirmed  by  that  house.  Now  I  am  asked  to  dissolve  the  assembly, 
and  to  appeal  to  the  country  on  a  financial  policy  which  has  never 
been  rejected  by  that  house,  nor  even  by  the  legislative  council  this 
session. 

‘  6.  The  question  of  the  relations  between  the  two  houses  has 
indeed  been  raised,  but  it  has  not  taken  a  substantial  form,  or  become 
a  line  of  party  demarcation. 

‘  7 •  The  legislative  council  has  this  session  expressed  no  opinion 
upon  either  of  these  two  questions  of  policy. 

‘  8.  In  my  opinion,  the  time  has  not  yet  arrived,  even  though  it 
possibly  may  arrive,  when  these  questions  can  be  properly  considered 
ripe  for  reference  to  the  country  as  a  test  between  one  party  and 
the  other.  Were  a  dissolution  now  granted,  the  real  issue  at  a 
general  election  would  be  the  personal  question  of  confidence  in  cer¬ 
tain  members  of  the  ministry  as  decided  in  the  house,  or  of  the 
opposition,  and  not  questions  of  policy. 

‘  9.  Considering  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  do  not  think 
that  such  an  issue,  though  in  some  cases  a  sufficient  ground  for  an 
appeal  to  the  country,  now  warrants  the  dissolution  of  a  compara¬ 
tively  young  house  of  assembly,  at  a  time  when  the  financial  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  colony  is  admittedly  suffering  by  the  delay  of  urgently 
necessary  measures,  until  it  has  been  proved  that  the  present  parlia¬ 
ment  cannot  furnish  a  ministry  able  to  carry  on  the  public  business, 
more  especially  as  new  combinations  are  understood  to  have  been 
under  consideration  by  members  of  both  parties,  and  divergences  of 
opinion  on  political  questions  betwmen  opposite  sides  of  the  house 
do  not  seem  rigidly  defined  or  clearly  irreconcilable. 

‘10.  It  will  moreover  be  in  the  recollection  of  the  premier  and 
of  the  colonial  secretary  that,  before  their  assumption  of  office,  I 
warned  them  that  I  was  not  prepared  to  grant  a  dissolution  under 
existing  circumstances  without  special  and  strong  reasons  being 
adduced  ;  that  I  had  taken  the  same  course  with  Mr.  Giblin, 
their  predecessor,  who,  concurring  with  my  view,  did  not  ask  for  a 
dissolution. 

‘  Ministers  will  also  observe,  on  reference  to  ray  memorandum  of 
May  11,  1877,  that  most  of  the  conditions  which  then  led  me  to 
give  their  party  a  dissolution  are  now  wanting,  and  consequently  I 
am  unable  to  accept  their  advice. 

‘F.  A.  Weld. 

‘  Government  House  :  October  18,  1879.’ 
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Upon  receipt  of  this  memorandum  the  premier  placed  the  resig¬ 
nation  of  ministers  in  his  excellency’s  hands.  Mr.  Giblin  was  then 
sent  for,  and  he  succeeded  in  forming  a  new  ministry,  1 

Adverting1  to  tlie  observations  contained  in  Governor 
Weld’s  despatch  to  the  secretary  of  state  of  May  20, 
1877,  in  reference  to  the  necessity  for  a  grant  of  supply 
by  a  colonial  assembly  in  anticipation  of  a  dissolution  of 
parliament  in  consequence  of  a  ministerial  defeat,  it 
may  be  stated  that,  in  England,  parliament  has  never 
hesitated  to  vote  whatever  supplies  may  be  required 
for  the  public  service.  But  upon  a  change  of  ministry, 
or  other  ministerial  crisis,  which  may  necessitate  a 
speedy  dissolution  of  parliament,  it  is  obviously  im¬ 
proper  to  ask  the  house  of  commons  to  vote  either 
the  whole  amount,  or  to  approve  of  all  the  details  of 
the  proposed  estimates,  and  so  commit  parliament  to 
the  financial  policy  of  a  ministry  whose  fate  is  about  to 
be  determined  by  a  general  election.  Under  such  cir¬ 
cumstances,  it  is  customary  to  limit  the  grant  of  supply 
to  the  amount  absolutely  required  for  ordinary  expendi¬ 
ture  until  the  reassembling  of  parliament.  This  affords, 
moreover,  a  guarantee  that  there  will  be  no  unnecessary 
delay  in  convening  the  new  parliaments 

But,  in  the  colonies,  this  most  inrportant  principle 
has  not  been  uniformly  observed,  as  will  appear  from 
various  cases  recorded  in  this  section.1  It  is,  however, 
gratifying  to  note  that  English  usage  in  this  particular 
is  being  gradually  introduced  into  colonial  practice. 

This  question  will  be  further  elucidated  on  reference 
to  the  following  case  : — 

In  1877  the  governor  of  New  South  Wales  (Sir  Hercules  Robin¬ 
son)  submitted  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  a  question 

■>  Tasmania  Leg.  Coun.  Pap.  1  And  see  Governor  Normanby’s 
1879,  No.  66  ;  Assem.  Votes,  pp.  34-  despatch  to  the  Earl  of  Carnarvon, 
41-  dated  Nov.  16,  1877,  New  Zealand 

k  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p.  486,  Pari.  Pap.  1878,  A.  1,  p.  4. 
new  ed.  p.  758. 
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in  regard  to  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative  right  of  dissolving  par¬ 
liament,  upon  which  the  views  of  her  Majesty’s  government  as  to 
the  administration  of  this  prerogative  were  specially  desired,  for  the 
guidance  of  colonial  governors. 

It  appears  that  it  had  become  customary  in  New  South  Wales 
to  delay  the  grant  of  the  annual  supplies  until  after  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  the  year  to  which  they  were  applicable.  Sometimes  this 
delay  was  protracted  until  eight  or  nine  months  of  the  new  fiscal 
year  had  expired.  Meanwhile,  the  services  were  carried  on  by  tem¬ 
porary  monthly  supply  bills,  based  on  the  estimates  of  the  previous 
year.  Frequently  a  ministerial  crisis  has  arisen  under  such  cir¬ 
cumstances,  and  the  request  of  the  Crown  for  supply  in  further¬ 
ance  of  an  intended  dissolution  has  been  met  by  obstruction  or 
refusal.  When  thus  obstructed  by  the  assembly,  ministers  had 
obtained  leave  of  the  governor  to  dissolve  parliament  without 
any  grant  of  supply.  Once  the  services  were  paid  by  an  ar¬ 
rangement  with  the  government  bank  and  without  parliamentary 
authority. 

The  objections  to  such  irregular  practices  are  manifest.  They 
operate  injuriously  upon  public  morality  and  upon  the  efficient 
administration  of  public  affairs.  They  expose  ministers  and  members 
of  parliament  alike  to  corrupt  influences.  They  offer  a  strong  in¬ 
ducement  to  the  house  to  withhold  supply  in  the  endeavour  to  avert 
an  expected  dissolution,  thereby  threatening  the  very  existence  of 
parliamentary  government. 

Anxious  to  secure  for  the  colony  the  benefit  of  English  constitu¬ 
tional  practice  in  such  cases,  Governor  Rnbinson  determined  to 
withhold  his  consent  to  any  application  by  ministers  for  authority 
to  dissolve  parliament  until  adequate  provision  had  been  made  to 
defray  the  indispensable  requirements  of  the  public  service  in  the 
interval  which  must  elapse  before  the  new  parliament  could  meet  ; 
or,  at  any  rate,  until  every  effort  to  obtain  supply  had  been  first 
exhausted. 

Accordingly,  on  two  occasions  of  the  occurrence  of  ministerial 
crises,  in  the  months  of  March  and  August,  in  1877,  his  excellency 
approved  of  the  advice  of  his  ministers  to  dissolve  parliament,  but 
reserved  to  himself  the  right  of  reconsidering  his  decision  in  the 
event  of  their  appeal  to  the  house  for  the  grant  of  supply  prelimi  • 
nary  to  a  dissolution  being  refused.111 

Pending  the  recurrence  of  a  similar  emergency,  Governor 
Robinson  was  desirous  of  obtaining  advice  from  competent  consti- 
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m  See  New  South  Wales  Leg.  Assem.  Jour.  1876-77,  v.  1,  pp.  179, 
184-193. 
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tutional  authority  in  the  mother  country.  He  therefore  wrote  to 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  on  August  20,  1877,  request¬ 
ing  to  be  informed  whether  the  giving  of  a  qualified  or  conditional 
acceptance  to  the  advice  of  his  ministers  to  dissolve  parliament, 
was  an  exercise  of  the  royal  prerogative  in  unison  with  sound  con¬ 
stitutional  principles  and  with  the  permanent  interests  of  the 
country  ;  or  whether,  on  the  contrary,  a  governor  was  bound  to  give 
either  an  absolute  acceptance  or  an  absolute  rejection  to  such 
advice. 

In  his  reply,  dated  December  15,  1877,  the  secretary  of  state  for 
the  colonies  (Earl  Carnarvon)  expressed  his  approval  of  Governor 
Robinson’s  endeavour  to  check  the  irregular  practices  of  ‘  delaying 
to  obtain  supply,  and  of  carrying  on  the  government  either  without 
supply  or  upon  temporary  supply  bills,’  and  his  hope  that  the 
colony  would  become  alive  ‘  to  the  danger  of  practices  which  are 
inconsistent  with  the  true  spirit  of  representative  government.’ 

Considering  the  constitutional  question  which  had  been  raised 
by  the  governor  as  one  of  much  interest  and  importance,  Lord  Car¬ 
narvon  thought  it  desirable  to  consult  Sir  T.  Erskine  May  and  the 
speaker  of  the  house  of  commons.  The  replies  of  these  eminent 
and  experienced  gentlemen,  together  with  the  letter  wherein  the 
question  was  submitted  to  them  for  their  consideration,  were  as 
follows  : — 

Mr.  Herbert  to  Sir  T.  Erskine  May ,  K.C.B. 


‘  (Confidential.) 

‘  Downing  Street :  December  3, 1877. 

I  <ttn  directed  by  the  Earl  of  Carnarvon  to  acquaint  you 
that  the  governor  of  New  South  Wales  has  asked  for  his  lordship’s 
opinion  upon  a  constitutional  question  which  has  arisen  in  the 
colony  under  his  government. 

1  H  appears  that  it  is  not  unusual  for  a  ministry  in  New  South 
Wales  to  be  without  supply,  and  that  ministers  are  content  to 
accept  this  position,  provided  they  can  find  any  expedient  or  excuse 
for  holding  office  under  it. 

‘  3.  Sir  H.  Robinson  desires  to  be  informed  whether,  if  whilst  in 
this  condition  a  political  crisis  arises  and  ministers  advise  a  dissolu¬ 
tion,  the  governor  is  bound  either  to  accept  or  to  reject  this  advice 
absolutely,  or  whether  he  would  be  justified  in  consenting  to  dissolve 
conditionally  upon  temporary  supply  being  first  obtained,  if  in  his 
opinion  the  public  interests  should  appear  to  render  such  a  middle 
course  desirable. 

‘  4  Loi;d  Carnarvon  desires  me  to  enclose  a  copy  of  the  despatch 
in  which  Sir  H.  Robinson  has  submitted  this  question  for  considera¬ 
tion,  accompanied  by  a  paper  which  he  has  drawn  up  containing  a 
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full  statement  of  the  circumstances  attending  the  late  ministerial 
crises  in  New  South  Wales,  and  of  the  action  which  he  has  taken  on 
these  occasions. 

‘  5.  It  will  be  seen  that  on  the  last  two  occasions  Sir  H.  Robinson 
has  accepted  the  advice  of  his  ministers  to  dissolve,  but  has  reserved 
to  himself  the  right  of  reconsidering  his  decision  if  supply  were 
refused. 

‘  6.  Lord  Carnarvon  apprehends  that  from  one  point  of  view  Sir 
H.  Robinson  may  be  considered  to  have  been  substantially  right  in 
the  course  he  adopted.  It  would  be  the  duty  of  the  governor  in  a 
colony  having  parliamentary  government  on  the  English  system  to 
discountenance  any  course  which  would  have  even  a  tendency  to 
render  the  executive  government  independent  of  supply,  but  his 
lordship  also  thinks  that  it  may  not  unreasonably  be  contended,  as 
a  matter  of  argument,  that  in  point  of  form  it  would  have  been 
better  if  in  his  answer  to  his  ministers  the  governor  had  confined 
himself  to  the  state  of  facts  which  had  then  arisen,  and  had  not 
anticipated  the  future  by  giving  a  hypothetical  decision  ;  since,  if 
he  had  informed  his  ministers  that  inasmuch  as  they  had  not  got 
supply,  he  was  unable  to  grant  them  a  dissolution,  he  would  not 
have  laid  himself  open  to  the  criticism  that  he  was  attaching  a 
qualification  or  proviso  to  their  advice,  which  it  may  be  urged  it 
was  his  duty  to  accept  or  reject  without  amendment. 

‘  7.  His  lordship  would,  however,  be  greatly  obliged  if  you  would 
favour  him  with  your  opinion  upon  the  whole  subject. 

‘  I  am,  &o., 

‘  Robt.  G.  W.  Herbert. 

‘  p.S. — Since  the  above  was  written  Lord  Carnarvon  has  received 
two  further  despatches,  copies  of  which  are  enclosed,  which  seem  to 
render  it  somewhat  doubtful  whether  Sir  H.  Robinson  can  fairly  be 
said  to  have  attached  a  condition  to  his  acceptance  of  the  advice  of 
his  ministers  on  the  question  of  dissolution.’ 

Sir  T.  Erskine  May ,  K.C.B.,  to  Mr.  Herbert. 

‘  House  of  Commons  :  December  6,  1877. 

‘  Sir, — I  beg  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the 
3rd  instant,  together  with  the  correspondence  and  papers  trans¬ 
mitted  to  me  by  direction  of  Lord  Carnarvon,  and  I  will  briefly 
state  my  views  upon  the  subjects  referred  to,  as  desired  by  his 
lordship. 

‘1.  The  first  question  raised  by  these  papers  is  whether  the 
governor  of  New  South  Wales,  in  giving  a  qualified  assent  to  the 
advice  of  his  ministers  to  dissolve  parliament,  adopted  a  constitu 
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tional  course.  It  seems  to  me  that  as  the  power  of  dissolution  rests 
absolutely  with  the  governor,  as  representative  of  the  Crown,  he  is 
entitled  to  insist  upon  such  conditions  as  he  may  deem  necessary 
for  the  public  interests  before  he  proceeds  to  exercise  that  power. 
He  was  therefore  warranted  in  giving  a  qualified  or  conditional 
assent  according  to  his  own  discretion. 

‘  2.  At  the  same  time  the  form  in  which  his  conditional  assent 
was  given  appears  open  to  some  objections.  His  resolution  being 
communicated  by  his  ministers  to  the  parliament,  it  practically  gave 
to  that  body  a  veto  upon  its  own  dissolution,  and  even  encouraged 
it  to  withhold  the  supplies.  And,  further,  the  governor  took  upon 
himself  the  responsibility  of  granting  or  refusing  a  dissolution, 
instead  of  laying  that  responsibility  upon  his  constitutional  advisers. 

‘  3.  I  think  that  the  course  more  recently  taken  by  the  governor, 
in  regard  to  Sir  J ohn  Robertson’s  administration,  was  entirely  free 
from  these  objections,  and  was  in  every  respect  judicious  and  con¬ 
stitutional,  according  to  the  usage  of  the  mother  country. 

4.  To  dissolve  parliament  before  provision  has  been  made  for 
the  public  service  is  so  serious  an  evil  that  the  governor  is  entitled 
to  the  highest  credit  for  his  endeavours  to  discourage  such  a  practice, 
and  I  have  no  doubt  he  will  continue  to  discountenance  it  by  every 
means  in  his  power.  But  I  should  venture  to  suggest  that  in  future 
the  governor,  after  discussing  with  his  ministers  all  the  circum¬ 
stances  under  which  they  advise  a  dissolution,  including  the  financial 
situation  and  the  probability  of  obtaining  supplies,  should  either 
accept  or  decline  their  advice  without  conditions,  or  should  defer  his 
decision  until  every  effort  had  been  made  to  secure  the  supplies  or 
to  avert  a  dissolution. 

‘  5.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  difficulties  which  have  arisen,  and 
the  great  public  inconvenience  caused  by  the  present  methods  of 
providing  for  the  public  service  in  New  South  Wales,  will  lead 
to  improved  financial  arrangements,  and  to  the  separation  of  ques¬ 
tions  relating  to  the  supplies  from  the  conflicts  of  political  parties. 

‘  I  am,  etc., 

‘T.  Erskine  May.’ 

From  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Commons  to  the  Earl  of 

C  arnarvon. 

‘  Glynde,  Lewes:  December  10,  1877. 

‘  Dear  Lord  Carnarvon, — I  have  received  your  letter  of  the 
3rd  mst.,  transmitting  papers  with  reference  to  the  recent  political 
crisis  in  New  South  Wales. 

1 1  have  also  heard  from  Sir  Erskine  May  that  the  same  papers 
have  been  referred  to  him  by  your  direction,  and  that  he  reported 


DISCRETION  IN  THE  DISSOLUTION  OF  A  PARLIAMENT.  793 


his  opinion  at  length  in  a  letter  of  the  Gth  inst.,  a  copy  of  which  he  Dissolu- 
has  sent  me.  tlon  ,  , 

ii  it  granted 

1 1  have  carefully  gone  through  the  papers,  and  I  concur  generally  con_ 
in  the  substance  of  Sir  Erskine  May’s  report  upon  them.  ditionally. 

‘  I  apprehend  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  right  of  the 
governor,  acting  in  the  public  interest,  to  qualify  his  acceptance 
of  ministerial  advice,  although  by  so  doing  he  incurs  serious  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

‘  The  course  taken  by  Sir  Hercules  Robinson  upon  the  recent 
occasion  of  a  political  crisis  seems  to  have  been  thoroughly  con¬ 
stitutional.  He  declined  to  accept,  unconditionally,  the  advice  of 
his  ministers  until  he  had  endeavoured  through  other  political 
arrangements  to  carry  on  the  government,  and  when  his  several 
attempts  had  proved  abortive  he  then  acquiesced  in  the  advice 
originally  tendered  by  his  ministers. 

1  It  appears  to  me  that  the  governor  and  his  ministei’s  and  the 
legislative  assembly  can  never  be  placed  in  proper  relationship  so 
long  as  the  present  system  prevails  of  deferring  supply  ;  for  the 
governor  ceases  to  be  independent,  the  ministers  are  hampered  by 
the  constant  need  of  temporary  supply  bills,  and  the  house  has  a 
strong  inducement  to  stop  supply  in  order  to  prolong  its  own 
existence. 

‘  It  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  complications  arising  out  of  the  several 
crises  occurring  recently  in  New  South  Wales  will  open  the  eyes  of 
the  colony  to  the  propriety  of  voting  supplies  more  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  of  the  mother  country. 

‘  Believe  me,  &c., 

‘  H.  Brand.’ 

Subject  to  the  reservations  upon  the  point  of  form  referred  to  in  Governor 
Sir  Erskine  May’s  letter,  Governor  Robinson’s  course  upon  this  gained, 
occasion  must  be  approved.  He  is,  undoubtedly,  entitled  to  the 
highest  credit  for  his  judicious  efforts  to  discourage  the  injurious 
practices  hitherto  prevalent  in  New  South  Wales,  in  the  matter  of 
supply,  and  to  substitute  for  the  same  the  constitutional  usage  of  the 
Imperial  parliament. 

In  February,  1878,  the  foregoing  correspondence  was  laid  upon 
the  table  of  the  legislative  assembly.11 


n  New  South  Wales  Leg.  Assem. 
Votes  and  Proc.  1877-78,  v.  1,  p. 
451.  This  correspondence  is  also 
given  in  Sir  H.  Robinson’s  Speeches, 
App.  pp.  239-259.  In  Victoria,  in 
Jan.  1880,  upon  Mr.  Berry  failing 


to  carry  his  bill  for  the  amendment 
of  the  constitution  by  the  necessary 
majority  in  the  assembly,  he  asked 
for  a  dissolution,  and  afterwards  as¬ 
serted  that  the  governor  bad  acceded 
thereto  ‘  unconditionally.’  Governor 
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A  further  question,  in  relation  to  the  grant  of  supply  previous  to 
a  dissolution  of  parliament,  arose  in  New  South  Wales  in  1878.  On 
December  3  the  administration  of  which  Mr.  Farnell  was  premier 
was  defeated  in  the  legislative  assembly  upon  their  principal 
measure,  the  Crown  lands  bill,  the  motion  for  the  second  reading 
of  which  was  negatived  by  a  large  majority. 

The  premier  then  requested  Governor  Robinson  to  permit  him 
to  appeal  to  the  country  by  a  dissolution.  His  excellency  declined 
to  grant  this  request,  upon  which  the  ministry  resigned.  The 
governor  sent  for  Sir  J ohn  Robertson,  the  nominal  leader  of  the 
opposition,  and  commissioned  him  to  form  a  new  administration. 
He  did  so,  and  submitted  a  list  of  the  proposed  ministry  for  his 
excellency’s  approval. 

At  this  juncture,  Sir  J.  Robertson  requested  the  outgoing 
premier  to  ask  the  assembly  to  vote  certain  necessary  supplies,  *  as 
it  had  been  the  practice  for  outgoing  governments  to  do  for  incoming 
governments.’  These  supplies  were  meant  to  defray  certain  services 
to  be  incurred  during  the  current  financial  year,  including  a  sum  of 
50,00(F.  on  behalf  of  an  international  exhibition  about  to  be  held  in 
fej-dney,  the  capital  of  the  colony.  Mr.  Farnell  complied  with  this 
request,  and  on  receipt  of  a  message  from  the  governor  recom¬ 
mending  these  appropriations  the  assembly  proceeded  to  consider 
the  matter  in  committee  of  supply.  This  committee  reported  a  resolu¬ 
tion,  granting  86,500f.  for  certain  specified  services,  but  nothin^ 
for  the  international  exhibition.  Whereupon  Sir  John  Robertson 
and  his  colleagues  at  once  relinquished  their  attempt  to  form  an 
administration. 

The  governor  notified  Mr.  Farnell  of  this  circumstance,  and 
begged  him  to  withdraw  his  resignation,  and  proceed  with  the 
business  before  parliament.  On  December  17  Mr.  Farnell  informed 
the  assembly  that  he  and  his  colleagues  had  deemed  it  their  duty 
in  the  public  interest,  at  this  critical  period  to  comply  with  his 
excellency  s  request,  and  to  resume  their  places. 

The  assembly,  however,  objected  to  this  arrangement.  On  the 
following  day  they  addressed  the  governor,  intimating  their  un¬ 
willingness  to  proceed  with  the  public  business  so  long  as  the 
-fcarne  l  ministry  remained  in  office.  Upon  which  the  ministry 
immediately  retired,  and  the  governor  sent  for  Sir  Henry  Parkes 
who  for  the  previous  year  had  taken  no  active  part  in  the  business’ 


Normanby,  however,  corrected  this 
error  by  reminding  the  premier,  in 
a.  written  memorandum,  that  the 
dissolution  was  granted  ‘  as  a  direct 
appeal  to  the  country  on  a  specific 


measure.’  The  dissolution  took 
place  on  Feb.  2,  with  a  view  to  a 
speedy  convening  of  the  new  parlia¬ 
ment.  The  Colonies,  Feb.  7  and  21, 
and  March  6,  1880. 
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of  parliament,  and  entrusted  him  (for  the  third  time)  with  the 
formation  of  a  government.  Sir  John  Robertson  gave  his  suppoit 
to  Sir  Henry,  which  enabled  him  to  form  a  strong  administration. 

Agreeably  to  former  precedent,  Mr.  Farnell  again  invited  the 
house  to  vote  the  supplies  which  the  new  ministry  considered 
would  be  required  before  they  could  meet  parliament.  The  standing 
orders  were  suspended  for  that  purpose,  and  upon  the  receipt  of  the 
customary  message  from  the  governor,  recommending  a  vote  of 
credit  to  the  necessary  amount,  the  sum  of  120,000/.  was  granted  in 
committee  of  supply  ;  and  no  further  obstacle  was  interposed  by 
the  assembly  to  the  progress  of  public  business.3 

The  last  precedent  to  be  cited  in  illustration  of  the 
powers  of  a  governor,  in  the  exercise  ol  the  prerogative 
of  dissolution,  is  one  that  occurred  in  the  province  of 
Quebec,  upon  the  defeat,  in  the  legislative  assembly, 
of  the  Joly  administration.  It  is  peculiarly  instructive 
as  affording  an  example  of  the  discharge — by  a  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  appointed  by  the  dominion  govern¬ 
ment  of  Canada — towards  a  provincial  legislature  of 
which  he  formed  a  component  part,  of  the  same  con¬ 
stitutional  powers,  under  responsible  government,  as 
those  which  pertain,  under  similar  conditions,  to  the 
governor  of  a  colony  appointed  directly  by  the  Crown. 

The  Joly  administration,  of  whose  history  some  account  has 
been  given  in  a  former  chapter, p  were  never  able  to  command  a 
majority  in  the  legislative  council.  Recently  that  body  had  evinced 
their  hostility  to  the  ministry  by  stopping  the  supplies.  A  dead¬ 
lock  ensued.  At  length  the  nominal  majority  by  which  ministers 
were  sustained  in  the  assembly  after  the  general .  election  was 
transformed  into  a  majority  against  them  by  the  secession  of  certain 
of  their  former  supporters,  when  an  adverse  vote  against  the 
ministry  was  carried  by  a  majority  of  six. 

Under  these  circumstances,  M.  Joly  wrote  to  the  lieutenant- 
governor  requesting  permission  to  appeal  to  the  constituencies  by  a 
dissolution  of  the  legislature.  The  result  of  his  application  was 
afterwards  communicated  to  the  legislative  assembly  as  follows  . 

Hon.  M.  Joly  announced  that  he  had  the  authorisation  of  the 


0  New  South  Wales  Votes  and  private  information  from  the  colony. 
Proc.  Dec.  3  to  Dec.  20, 1878.  And  p  See  ante,  p.  601. 
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lieutenant-governor  to  state  that,  when  he  had  acquainted  him 
with  the  result  of  the  vote  in  the  house,  he  had  at  the  same  time 
advised  him  to  dissolve  the  house  in  view  of  immediate  general 
elections.  He  had  received  this  afternoon  a  reply  from  his  honour, 
the  lieutenant-governor,  acknowledging  receipt  of  his  request,  but' 
for  certain  reasons  contained  in  his  letter,  refusing  to  grant  it.  He 
had  therefore  considered  it  to  be  his  duty  to  proceed  immediately  to 
Government  House  and  to  tender  to  the  lieutenant-governor  his 
resignation  and  that  of  his  colleagues,  thanking  his  honour  at  the 
same  time  for  the  courtesy  he  had  shown  him.  The  resignation  had 
been  accepted,  and  he  had  been  authorised  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor  to  communicate  the  correspondence  in  question  to  the 
house.  He  then  proceeded  to  read  as  follows  : — 


«  m  ,  .  TT  ‘  Quebec  :  October  30,  1879. 

.  I  o  his  Honour 

Ilie  Lieutenant-Governor  of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

‘  Sir,— I  have  the  honour  to  inform  you  that  the  cabinet  has  been 
defeated  by  a  majority  of  six  votes  upon  a  question  which  my  col¬ 
leagues  and  myself  consider  as  a  vote  of  non-confidence. 

‘This  vote  is  the  result  of  the  unconstitutional  action  of  the 
egislative  council,  and  I  do  not  consider  it  as  expressing  the  opinion 
of  the  majority  of  the  people  of  the  province  of  Quebec. 

It  is  my  duty  to  apply  to  your  honour  for  a  dissolution  in  view 
of  an  immediate  appeal  to  the  people. 

I  firmly  believe  that  the  result  of  an  appeal  to  the  people  which 
1  now  ask  for  would  be  to  give  to  this  government  a  much  larger 
majority  than  it  has  hitherto  possessed. 

Allow  me  to  add  that  in  my  opinion  the  present  circumstances 
make  it  very  advisable  that  an  immediate  occasion  should  be  afforded 
to  the  electorate  of  the  province  to  pronounce  on  the  constitutional 
question  arising  out  of  the  action  of  the  legislative  council  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  supplies. 

‘  I  have  the  honour  to  remain, 

‘  Your  very  obedient  servant, 

(Signed)  (H.  G.  Joly.’ 

‘  Government  House,  Quebec  :  October  30,  1879. 

To  the  Honourable 

‘  H-  G.  Joly,  Premier  of  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

The  lieutenant-governor  has  the  honour  to  acknowledge  the  re¬ 
ceipt  of  the  request  made  to  him  by  the  executive  council,  of  which 
you  are  the  head,  to  dissolve  the  present  parliament.  The  lieutenant- 
governor  does  not  overlook  the  embarrassment  of  the  present  situa¬ 
tion,  and  he  understands  how  important  it  is  for  him  to  be  doubly 
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prudent  and  impartial  in  the  midst  of  violent  contentions  which 
have  divided  public  opinion  for  some  time  past. 

‘  The  lieutenant-governor  desires  at  once  to  call  the  attention  of 
his  ministers  to  the  difference  which  exists  between  their  position 
and  his  on  a  question  such  as  that  which  is  now  at  stake. 

‘  It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  privilege  of  dissolving  parlia¬ 
ment  is  one  of  the  most  valued  prerogatives  of  the  sovereign,  and 
that  it  is  the  right  and  duty  of  the  representative  of  the  Crown  to 
control  its  exercise.  Now  the  lieutenant-governor  and  the  cabinet 
cannot  look  at  the  subject  of  this  prerogative  from  the  same  point 
of  view. 

‘  The  first  care  of  a  government,  under  the  political  system  which 
governs  us,  is  to  administer  the  affairs  of  the  country  for  the  best 
undoubtedly,  but  in  all  cases  by  means  of  a  party  ;  while  with  the 
representative  of  the  Crown  parties  count  for  nothing. 

‘Although  the  lieutenant-governor  is  always  disposed  to  lend  the 
sanction  of  his  authority  to  legislative  or  administrative  acts  which 
are  evidently  above  all  blame,  and  which  every  good  administration 
might  consider  useful  or  necessary,  he  is  strictly  bound  to  in¬ 
quire  whether  the  extraordinary  exercise  of  the  royal  prerogatives 
with  which  he  is  invested  is  demanded  by  the  greater  good  of  the 
province,  as  he  is  responsible  towards  the  Crown  for  all  political 
tx’oubles  and  for  all  financial  damage  from  which  he  might  save  the 
province  and  from  which  he  does  not  save  it. 

‘When  the  lieutenant-governor  received  your  request,  what  first 
struck  him  was  the  fact  that  since  your  assuming  power  you  had 
already  asked  the  Crown  for  a  dissolution  and  obtained  it.  Two 
dissolutions  for  the  same  cabinet  !  The  extraordinary  exercise  of 
the  most  valued  of  the  royal  prerogatives  granted  twice  to  the  same 
administration  within  an  interval  of  a  few  months  !  such  was  the 
first  idea  which  presented  itself  to  the  mind  of  the  lieutenant- 
governor.  Immediately  after  your  entry  into  office,  you  asked  the 
Crown  to  dissolve  parliament,  and  you  had  a  general  election.  You 
issued  from  the  electoral  struggle  with  a  majority,  according  to  you  ; 
with  a  minority,  according  to  your  opponents.  But  in  point  of  fact 
you  were  enabled  to  govern  at  first  with  the  vote  of  the  speaker 
only,  and  subsequently  with  a  majority  varying  from  four  to  two 
votes  ;  and,  in  fine,  you  have  announced  to-day  to  the  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  Crown  that  you  find  yourself  in  the  house,  resulting  from 
the  elections  asked  for  by  yourself,  in  a  minority  of  six  votes,  and 
you  claim  a  new  dissolution. 

‘  Is  it  in  the  public  interest  that  the  province  should  be  subjected 
so  frequently  to  general  elections  ?  Is  it  in  accord  with  the  spirit  of 
the  constitution  that  parliament  should  be  dissolved  so  often?  Is 
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the  renewal  at  such  brief  intervals  of  the  popular  representation  of 
a  nature  to  ensure  the  stability  and  the  good  working  of  our 
political  institutions  1  To  all  these  questions  the  lieutenant-governor 
deems  it  is  duty  to  answer — No.  The  wise  authority  awarded  to  us 
by  the  constitution  which  we  enjoy  has  decided  that  general  elec¬ 
tions  for  this  province  should  take  place  every  four  years,  and  this 
period  is  not  so  long  that  it  should  be  still  further  shortened  with¬ 
out  reasons  of  extraordinary  gravity.  The  prime  minister  under¬ 
stands  the  deep  and  prolonged  agitation  into  which  a  general  elec¬ 
tion  plunges  society  at  large,  as  well  as  the  divisions  and  the  de¬ 
moralisation  which  follow  it.  Apart  from  these  political  and  social 
considerations,  there  are  the  financial  considerations.  A  general 
election,  and  the  session  which  a  dissolution  at  this  moment  would 
render  inevitable,  would  cost  the  country  a  hundred  thousand 
dollars  ;  and,  in  the  financial  situation  in  which  we  are  placed,  this 
is  an  expenditure  which  deserves  to  be  earnestly  considered. 

1  However,  if  there  were  reasons  sufficiently  grave  and  serious  to 
transcend  all  other  considerations,  the  lieutenant-governor  admits 
that  a  dissolution  might  be  had  recourse  to.  But  do  similar  reasons 
exist  in  the  present  case  1  A  dissolution  can  have  but  one  object, 
and  that  is  to  maintain  in  power  certain  men  or  certain  parties. 
There  would  not  be  in  this  a  sufficient  compensation  for  the 
sacrifices  which  the  country  would  be  called  upon  to  make.  The 
lieutenant-governor  is  quite  prepared  to  admit  that  the  views  of  his 
ministers  are  of  the  highest  character,  and  that  the  struggles  which 
they  have  led  have  been  inspired  by  the  best  motives  ;  but,  when  it 
becomes  necessary  to  divide  duties  and  responsibilities,  each  one 
must  look  upon  the  matter  from  his  standpoint  and  perform  the 
task  which  his  position  allots  him.  Under  the  present  circum¬ 
stances,  one  of  the  reasons  which  might  be  brought  forward  in 
support  of  an  appeal  to  the  people  would  be  the  necessity  of  re¬ 
storing  harmony  between  the  two  branches  of  the  legislature.  But 
this  harmony  is  very  nearly  restored  ;  and,  if  there  exists  any  other 
method  than  dissolution  to  complete  the  reconciliation  of  the  council 
with  the  assembly,  the  lieutenant-governor  considers  that  it  is  his 
duty  to  make  use  of  it.  The  question  for  the  lieutenant-governor 
to  decide  is  not  whether  the  government  is  to  become  the  victim  of 
what  his  advisers  call  an  irresponsible  body.  So  long  as  his  minis¬ 
ters  possessed  the  confidence  of  the  popular  branch  of  the  legisla¬ 
ture,  he  considered  them  as  the  representatives  of  the  will  of  the 
people,  and  maintained  them  in  their  position  contrary  to  the  wish 
expressed  by  the  legislative  council.  But  now  the  majority  which 
the  government  had  in  the  legislative  assembly  has  become  a 
minority.  The  two  branches  of  the  legislature  agree  upon  one  of 
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the  most  important  points — viz.,  a  change  of  government,  and  it 
cannot  be  alleged  that  recourse  must  be  had  to  extraordinary  means 
to  terminate  a  conflict  which  is  in  a  fair  way  to  be  terminated  by 
ordinary  means.  The  necessity  of  restoring  harmony  in  parliament 
could  not,  therefore,  justify  a  dissolution  after  the  recent  vote  of 
the  legislative  assembly,  a  vote  which  you  consider  as  one  of  want 
of  confidence.  But  you  say  you  do  not  think  this  vote  expresses 
the  opinion  of  the  people  of  this  province.  It  is,  however,  the  vote 
of  the  house  of  your  choice,  of  the  house  elected  under  your  auspices, 
under  exceptionally  favourable  circumstances,  after  a  dissolution 
asked  for  by  you.  And  you  would  solicit  the  people  to  renew  an 
assembly  which  you  yourself  caused  to  be  elected  eighteen  months 
ago.  The  lieutenant-governor,  taking  into  account  these  particular 
circumstances,  cannot  understand  upon  what  basis  rests  the  con¬ 
viction  which  you  manifest  with  respect  to  the  result  of  new  general 
elections.  In  fine,  you  declare  that,  in  your  opinion,  the  late  events 
require  that  an  immediate  opportunity  should  be  afforded  to  the 
people  to  pronounce  upon  the  constitutional  question  raised  by  the 
action  of  the  council  in  regard  to  the  supplies.  The  lieutenant- 
governor  sees  no  necessity  of  appealing  to  the  people  on  this  point. 
The  absolute  right  of  the  council — at  least  such  is  the  impression  of 
the  lieutenant-governor — is  contested  by  no  one,  so  that  there  only 
remains  to  be  discussed  the  question  of  opportuneness.  Now  the 
representatives  of  the  people,  elected  scarcely  eighteen  months  ago, 
expressed  their  opinion  upon  this  question  before  the  adjournment 
of  the  house  ;  and  the  fact  that  since  that  adjournment  they  have 
voted  want  of  confidence  in  the  administration  does  not  reverse 
their  previous  verdict  on  the  question  at  issue,  and  is  not  sufficient 
of  itself  to  warrant  a  dissolution.  It  appears  to  the  lieutenant- 
governor  that  there  could  be  no  more  impolitic  act  than  to  revive 
by  an  altogether  extraordinary  proceeding  a  difficulty  settled  ;  and 
an  appeal  to  the  people  just  now  could  bear  no  other  meaning. 

‘  Bor  all  these  reasons,  deeply  penetrated  with  the  feelings  of  his 
responsibility  towards  the  Crown  which  he  represents  and  towards 
the  people  of  this  province,  the  lieutenant-governor  does  not  deem 
it  his  duty  to  make  the  use  you  ask  him  of  the  royal  prerogative, 
having  for  its  object  a  dissolution  of  the  parliament. 

‘  Theodore  Robitaille.’ 

Upon  receipt  of  this  excellent  memorandum,  the  Joly  adminis¬ 
tration  resigned.  The  lieutenant-governor  then  sent  for  Mr.  J.  A. 
Chapleau,  the  leader  of  the  opposition  in  the  legislative  assembly, 
and  commissioned  him  to  form  a  new  ministry.  He  succeeded  in 
this  undertaking.  The  legislative  council  at  once  passed  the  supply 
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bill,  and  the  provincial  legislature  was  immediately  prorogued. 
In  his  speech  upon  this  occasion,  the  lieutenant-governor  was  able 
to  express  his  congratulations  upon  the  restoration  of  harmony 
between  the  legislative  council  and  the  legislative  assembly,  and  his 
hope  that  a  good  understanding  between  the  two  branches  of  the 
legislature  would  continue  to  prevail. 

In  February  1883  Lieutenant-Governor  R.  D.  Wilmot  (of  New 
Brunswick)  refused  a  dissolution  to  Mr.  Hannington,  whose  min¬ 
istry  had  been  condemned  by  a  vote  of  the  assembly  on  the  address 
in  answer  to  the  speech  at  the  opening  of  the  second  session  of  the 
legislature,  on  the  ground  that  this  assembly  had  been  elected  less 
than  a  year  previous,  and  that  ‘  the  existing  circumstances  ’  were  not 
sufficiently  serious  ‘  as  to  require  an  action  which  would  involve  the 
province  in  the  turmoil,  excitement  and  expense  of  a  general  elec¬ 
tion.’  Whereupon  the  ministry  resigned,  and  a  new  administration 
was  formed,  without  delay  or  difficulty.  <! 

From  the  foregoing  precedents  we  may  deduce  cer¬ 
tain  general  principles  in  regard  to  the  exercise  by  a 
colonial  governor  of  the  prerogative  of  dissolving  a 
colonial  parliament  or  provincial  legislature.  These 
deductions,  however,  should  be  taken  in  connection 
with  the  principles  already  formulated  at  the  beginning 
of  this  chapter,  and  which  are  primarily  applicable  to 
the  sovereign  in  a  parliamentary  government. 

As  the  representative  of  the  Crown  in  the  dominion, 
colony,  or  province,  over  which  he  is  commissioned  to 
preside,  the  power  of  dissolution  rests  absolutely  and 
exclusively  with  the  governor  or  lieutenant-governor 
for  the  time  being.  Tie  is  personally  responsible  to  the 
Crown  for  the  lawful  exercise  of  this  prerogative,  but 
he  is  likewise  bound  to  take  into  account  the  welfare  of 
the  people,  being  unable  to  divest  himself  of  a  grave 
moral  responsibility  towards  the  colony  he  is  commis¬ 
sioned  to  govern. 

"V\  liilst  this  prerogative,  as  all  others  in  our  constitu¬ 
tional  system,  can  only  be  administered  upon  the  advice 

i  N.  Brunswick  Assem.  Jour,  sion  as  to  principles  upon  which  a 
1883,  p.  31.  See  Sydney  Morning  governor  should  exercise  the  pre- 
Reralcl  ol  Dec.  30,  1882,  for  discus-  rogative  of  dissolution. 
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of  counsellors  prepared  to  assume  full  responsibility  for 
the  governor’s  decision,  the  governor  must  be  himself 
the  judge,  of  the  necessity  for  a  dissolution.  The 
.  conskitutional  discretion  ’  of  the  governor  should  be 
invoked  in  respect  to  every  case  wherein  a  dissolution 
may  be  advised  or  requested  by  his  ministers  ;  and  his 
judgment  ought  not  to  be  fettered,  or  his  discretion 
c  isputed,  by  inferences  drawn  from  previous  precedent, 
w  len  he  decides  that  a  proposed  dissolution  is  unneces¬ 
sary  or  undesirable. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  governor  to  consider  the  question 
of  a  dissolution  of  the  parliament  or  legislature  solely  in 
reference  to  the  general  interests  of  the  people  and  not 
from  a  party  standpoint.  He  is  under  no  obligation  to 
sustain  the  party  in  power  if  he  believes  that  the  acces¬ 
sion  to  office  of  their  opponents  would  be  more  beneficial 
to  the  public  interest.  He  is  therefore  justified  in  with¬ 
holding  a  dissolution  requested  by  his  ministers,  when 
he  is  of  opinion  that  it  was  asked  for  merely  to 
strengthen  a  particular  party,  and  not  with  a  view  to 
ascertain  the  public  sentiment  upon  disputed  questions 
of  public  policy.  These  considerations  would  always 
wan  ant  a  governor  in  withholding  his  consent  to  a 
dissolution  applied  for,  under  such  circumstances,  by 
a  ministry  that  had  been  condemned  by  a  vote  of  the 
populai  chamber.  If  lie  believes  that  a  strong  and 
efficient  administration  could  be  formed  that  would 
command  the  confidence  of  an  existing  assembly,  he  is 
free  to  make  trial  thereof,  instead  of  complying  with 
the  request  of  his  ministers  to  grant  them  a  dissolution 
as  an  alternative  to  their  enforced  resignation  of  office. 

On  the  other  hand,  he  may  at  his  discretion  grant 
a  dissolution  to  a  ministry  defeated  in  parliament  and 
desirous  of  appealing  to  the  constituencies,  notwith¬ 
standing  that  one  or  both  branches  of  the  legislature 
should  1  emonstr ate  against  the  proposed  appeal,  if  only 
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lie  is  persuaded  tliat  it  would  be  for  the  public  advan¬ 
tage  that  the  appeal  should  be  allowed. 

It  is  not  expedient  that  the  Crown  should  be  required 
to  decide  beforehand  upon  any  theoretical  or  hypothe¬ 
tical  question  not  requiring  to  be  immediately  deter¬ 
mined.1'  Nevertheless,  a  governor  is  entitled  to  stipulate 
upon  whatever  conditions  he  may  deem  essential  for 
the  promotion  of  the  public  interests  before  he  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  exercise  the  power  of  dissolution.  He  may, 
therefore,  defer  his  final  decision  upon  an  application 
for  a  dissolution  of  parliament  until  he  has  ascertained 
whether  certain  proposed  conditions  have  been  com¬ 
plied  with,  or  whether  it  may  be  necessary  that  he 
should  agree  to  modify  the  same. 

When  ministers  advise  a  dissolution  on  the  ground 
of  disputes  between  the  two  houses  of  parliament,  it 
behoves  a  governor  to  be  cautious  in  acceding  to  such 
a  request.  It  is  not  the  duty  of  a  governor  to  take 
sides  with  one  branch  of  the  legislature  against  the 
other,  or  to  criticise  the  action  of  either  house,  in 
party  conflicts.  The  two  houses  are  presumably  the 
best  judges  of  the  propriety  of  their  own  proceedings. 
It  is  only  when  disputes  between  them  transcend  the 
lawful  bounds  of  parliamentary  warfare,  and  seem  to 
be  irreconcilable  by  any  other  means,  that  a  governor 
is  justified  in  the  attempt  to  invoke  the  aid  of  the 
people  to  restore  harmony  by  dissolving  the  popular 
chamber. 

In  according  to  a  ministry  defeated  in  parliament — 
or  recently  appointed  to  office  in  the  face  of  an  adverse 
majority  the  alternative  of  dissolution  instead  of 


r  Governor  Manners  Sutton,  of  tion  of  a  ministry  ;  and  accordin°ly 
\  ictoria,  refused,  in  1868,  to  pledge  the  negotiations  failed.  (See  ante 
himself,  beforehand,  to  grant  a  dis-  p.  148.)  See  also  Governor  Head’s 
solution,  under  certain  hypothetical  decision,  to  the  same  effect,  in  1858. 
conditions,  to  gentlemen  with  whom  (See  ante,  p.  706.) 
he  was  negotiating  for  the  forma- 
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resignation,  a  governor  may,  and  ordinarily  should, 
insist  that  ministers  should  meet  the  new  parliament 
at  the  earliest  possible  period,  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining  the  question  whether  or  not  they  possess  the 
confidence  of  the  newly  elected  assembly.8 

Finally,  if  an  existing  administration  be  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  accept  the  governor’s  decision  in  regard  to  a 
proposed  dissolution,  and  to  assume  responsibility  fer¬ 
tile  same,  they  are  bound  to  resign  office  and’  give 
place  to  other  ministers,  who  are  willing  to  facilitate — 
and  to  become  responsible  to  parliament  and  to  the 
country  for — the  intended  exercise  of  the  royal  pre¬ 
rogative. 

O 


s  But  under  particular  circum¬ 
stances  the  governor  may  see  fit  to 
approve  of  delay  in  convening  the 
new  parliament  (see  an  example 
mentioned,  ante,  p.  383),  miless  the 


time  of  meeting  is  regulated,  by  law 
(see  ante,  p.  779).  And  in  New 
Zealand,  in  1882,  the  governor 
authorised  delay  for  special  reasons 
(see  ante ,  p.  784). 


Preroga¬ 
tive  of 
dissolu¬ 
tion. 


3f2 
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Bowen. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

POSITION  AND  FUNCTIONS  OF  A  COLONIAL  GOVERNOR 

REVIEWED. 

During  the  brief  but  brilliant  career  of  the  late  Sir 
Edward  Bulwer-Lytton,  as  her  Majesty’s  secretary  of 
state  for  the  colonies,  he  w-as  required  in  1859  to  make 
choice  of  a  capable  person  to  serve  as  the  first  governor 
of  the  new  colony  of  Queensland,  which  in  that  year 
was  set  apart,  as  a  separate  government,  out  of  Xew 
South  Wales.  He  selected  for  this  responsible  office 
Sir  George  Bowen,  a  gentleman  with  whom  he  had  no 
personal  acquaintance,  but  of  whose  ability  and  fitness 
for  the  post  the  reputation  he  had  already  acquired  as 
government  secretary  in  the  Ionian  Islands  afforded 
sufficient  proof. 

In  tendering  to  Sir  George  Bowen  this  promotion, 
Sir  E.  Bulwer-Lytton  addressed  him  a  letter,  professedly 
containing  mere  ‘  desultory  hints  ’  for  his  guidance  in 
his  new  appointment,  but  to  which  Sir  George  after¬ 
wards  referred  as  an  admirable  compendium  of  the 
duties  of  a  colonial  governor — to  the  study  of  which 
he  attributed  in  no  slight  degree  whatever  measure  of 
success  had  attended  upon  him  as  governor  of  Queens¬ 
land  and  afterwards  of  Xew  Zealand,  in  both  of  -which 
colonies  he  proved  himself  to  be  a  very  able  and 
popular  administrator. 

A  few  passages  from  this  letter  may  be  quoted,  as 
they  express  ideas  which  may  be  profitably  pondered 
by  all  colonial  governors  : — 
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Remember  that  the  first  care  of  a  governor  in  a  free  colony  is  to 
shun  the  reproach  of  being  a  party  man.  Give  all  parties  and  all 
the  ministries  formed  the  fairest  play. 

Mark  and  study  the  idiosyncrasies  of  the  community  :  every 
community  has  some  peculiar  to  itself.  Then  in  your  public 
addresses  appeal  to  those  which  are  the  noblest  :  the  noblest  are 
always  the  most  universal  and  the  most  durable.  They  are  peculiar 
to  no  party. 

As  soon  as  possible  exert  all  energy  and  persuasion  to  induce 
the  colonists  to  see  to  their  self-defence  internally.  ...  A  colony  that 
is  once  accustomed  to  depend  on  Imperial  soldiers  for  aid  against 
riots,  <fec.,  never  grows  up  into  vigorous  manhood. 

Do  your  best  always  to  keep  up  the  pride  in  the  mother 
country.  .  .  .  Sustain  it  by  showing  the  store  set  on  integrity, 
honour,  and  civilised  manners:  not  by  preferences  of  birth,  which 
belong  to  old  countries. 

As  you  will  have  a  free  press,  you  will  have  some  papers  that 
may  be  abusive.  Never  be  thin-skinned  about  these  :  laugh  them 
off.  Be  pointedly  courteous  to  all  editors  and  writers,  acknowledg¬ 
ing  socially  their  craft  and  its  importance.  The  more  you  treat 
people  as  gentlemen,  the  more  ‘  they  will  behave  as  such.’ 

After  all  men  are  governed  as  much  by  the  heart  as  by  the  head. 
Evident  sympathy  in  the  progress  of  the  colony  ;  traits  of  kindness 
generosity,  devoted  energy,  where  required  for  the  public  weal ;  a 
pure  exercise  of  patronage  ;  an  utter  absence  of  vindictiveness  or 
spite  ;  the  fairness  that  belongs  to  magnanimity — these  are  the 
qualities  that  make  governors  powerful,  while  men  merely  sharp  and 
clever  may  be  weak  and  detested. 

But  there  is  one  rule  which  I  find  pretty  universal  in  colonies. 
The  governor  who  is  the  least  huffy,  and  who  is  most  careful  not  to 
overgovern,  is  the  one  who  has  the  most  authority.  Enforce  civility 
upon  all  minor  officials.  Courtesy  is  a  duty  public  servants  owe  to 
the  humblest  member  of  the  public. 

Sir  E.  Bulwer-Lytton  adds  to  these  wise  precepts  of 
political  morality  earnest  advice  to  the  governor  upon 
practical  matters — such  as  the  need  of  mastering 
thoroughly  the  details  of  public  questions  ;  of  being 
watchful  over  4  the  paramount  object  of  finance  and 
the  administration  of  revenue  ’ ;  and  of  striving  to 

J  O 

convert  local  jealousies  between  adjacent  colonies  into 
wholesome  emulation.3. 


Good 
advice  to 
colonial 
governors. 


Lord  Lytton’s  Memoir  and  Speeches,  v.  1,  pp.  121-124. 
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on  a 

governor’s 

functions. 


These  were  the  ideas  of  a  high-minded  English 
statesman,  anxious  to  build  up  the  colonial  empire  of 
Great  Britain  upon  the  stable  foundations  which  had 
secured  honour  and  renown  to  the  parent  state.  He 
recognised  therein  the  authority  and  influence  apper¬ 
taining  to  the  office  of  governor  and  its  appropriate 
functions  in  elevating  the  tone  of  public  sentiment, 
and  stimulating  colonial  statesmen  to  the  loftiest  aims 
in  their  efforts  to  promote  the  public  good. 

With  a  similar  object  Mr.  Herman  Merivale,  wdio 
was  permanent  under-secretary  of  state  for  the  colo¬ 
nies  during  twelve  eventful  years  in  colonial  annals 
(1847-59),  in  an  edition  of  his  valuable  ‘Lectures 
on  Colonisation  and  Colonies,’  published  in  1861, 
thus  comments  upon  ‘  the  very  critical  and  peculiar 
functions  ’  of  a  colonial  governor,  under  £  responsible 
government  ’ : — 

‘  He  constitutes  the  only  political  link  connecting 
the  colony  with  the  mother  country.  So  far  as  regards 
the  internal  administration  of  his  government  he  is 
merely  a  constitutional  sovereign  acting  through  his 
advisers ;  interfering  with  their  policy  or  their  patron¬ 
age,  if  at  all,  only  as  a  friend  and  impartial  councillor. 
But  whenever  any  question  is  agitated  touching  the 
interests  of  the  mother  country — such,  for  instance,  as 
the  imposition  of  customs  duties,  or  the  public  defence 
— his  functions  as  an  independent  officer  are  called  at 
once  into  play.  He  must  see  that  the  mother  country 
receives  no  detriment.  In  this  duty  he  cannot  count 
on  aid  from  his  advisers  :  they  will  consult  the  interests 
either  of  the  colony  or  of  their  own  popularity  ;  he  may 
often  have  to  act  in  opposition  to  them,  either  by  inter¬ 
posing  his  veto  on  enactments  or  by  referring  those  en¬ 
actments  for  the  decision  of  the  home  government.  But 
for  these  purposes  the  constitution  furnishes  him  with 
no  public  officers  to  assist  him  in  council  or  execution, 
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or  to  share  his  responsibility.  The  home  government  Merivale 
looks  to  him  alone.’  b  governor’s 

Again,  ‘  under  responsible  government  ’  [a  governor]  functions. 
‘  becomes  the  image,  in  little,  of  a  constitutional  king, 
introducing  measures  to  the  legislature,  conducting  the 
executive,  distributing  patronage,  in  name  only,  while 
all  these  functions  are  in  reality  performed  by  his  coun¬ 
cillors.  And  it  is  a  common  supposition  that  his  office 
is  consequently  become  one  of  parade  and  sentiment 
only.  There  cannot  be  a  greater  error.  The  functions 
of  a  colonial  governor  under  responsible  government 
are  (occasionally)  arduous  and  difficult  in  the  extreme. 

Even  in  the  domestic  politics  of  the  colony  his  influ¬ 
ence  as  a  mediator  between  extreme  parties  and  con¬ 
troller  of  extreme  resolutions,  as  an  independent  and 
dispassionate  adviser,  is  far  from  inconsiderable,  how¬ 
ever  cautiously  it  may  be  exercised.  But  the  really 
onerous  part  of  his  duty  consists  in  watching  that  por¬ 
tion  of  colonial  politics  which  touches  on  the  connection 
with  the  mother  country.  Here  he  has  to  reconcile,  as 
well  as  he  can,  his  double  function  as  governor  respon¬ 
sible  to  the  Crown,  and  as  a  constitutional  head  of  an 
executive  controlled  by  his  advisers.  He  has  to  watch 
and  control,  as  best  he  may,  those  attempted  infringe¬ 
ments  of  the  recognised  principles  of  the  connection 
which  carelessness  or  ignorance,  or  deliberate  intention, 
or  mere  love  of  popularity,  may  from  time  to  time 
originate.  And  this  duty,  of  peculiar  nicety,  he  must 
perform  alone.  .  .  .  His  responsible  ministers  may 

(and  probably  will)  entertain  views  quite  different 
from  his  own.  And  the  temptation  to  surround  himself 
with  a  camarilla  of  special  advisers,  distinct  from  these 
ministers,  is  one  which  a  governor  must  carefully  resist. 


b  Merivale,  Lectures  delivered  Colonisation,  &c.,  new  ed.  enlarged, 
before  the  University  of  Oxford  on  1861,  p.  649. 
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It  may,  therefore,  be  readily  inferred  that  to  exe¬ 
cute  the  office  well  requires  no  common  abilities,  and 
I  must  add  that  the  occasion  has  called  forth  these 
abilities.’ c 

A  further  testimony  has  been  lately  borne  to  the  im¬ 
portant  functions  fulfilled  by  a  modern  constitutional 
governor,  by  a  colonial  statesman  of  much  local  expe¬ 
rience  in  public  affairs.  Mr,  (now  Sir  William)  Fox, 
formerly  premier  in  New  Zealand,  in  an  address  before 
the  Eoyal  Colonial  Institute,  on  May  23,  1876,  ex¬ 
pressed  himself  on  this  subject  as  follows  : — - 

‘  The  position  of  governors  in  self-governing  colonies 
is  now  analogous  to  that  of  her  Majesty  in  this  country. 
The  business  of  governing  is  done  by  the  ministers,  and 
it  is  only  in  extreme  cases,  where  a  governor  may  dis¬ 
miss  his  ministers  (subject  to  the  control  of  parliament), 
or  cases  where  Imperial  rights  are  involved,  and  per¬ 
haps  in  the  prerogative  of  mercy,  in  cases  of  life  and 
death,  that  the  governor  can  act  independently  of  his 
ministers.  Still,  the  governor  is  not  reduced  to  a  mere 
dispenser  of  viceregal  hospitalities,  which  I  am  bound 
to  say  they  do  dispense  with  a  very  liberal  hand.  If  a 
governor  is  an  educated  man,  has  common  sense,  and 
is  familiar  with  political  principles  and  precedents,  he 
may  be  of  much  use  in  advising  with  his  ministers, 
though  it  would  be  highly  improper  for  him  to  take  a 
side  in  party  politics,  or  engage  in  political  intrigues. 
It  is  his  duty  also  to  set  a  high  social  example,  and  to 
interest  himself  not  only  in  the  general  progress  of  the 
colony,  but,  as  far  as  possible,  in  the  personal  welfare 
and  prosperity  of  the  colonists  engaged  in  the  great 
battle  of  colonial  life.  And  they  generally  do  exhibit 
much  sympathy  in  these  matters.  They  make  periodi¬ 
cal  “progresses”  through  the  colony  over  which  they 


c  Merivale,  Lectures  on  Colonisation,  &c.,  p.  666. 
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rule,  and  are  hospitably  entertained  in  the  centres  of 
population.’ d 

British  statesmen  of  various  shades  of  political  opinion 
have  used  similar  language,  more  emphatically  ex¬ 
pressed,  in  reference  to  the  position  occupied  by  con¬ 
stitutional  governors  under  the  British  Crown. 

Thus,  Lord  Elgin,  in  words  already  quoted,  dwells 
pointedly  upon  the  weight  and  influence  attributable  to 
this  office,  and  upon  the  beneficial  results  which  a  gover¬ 
nor  can  produce  in  the  arena  of  colonial  politics,  without 
deviating  from  the  strict  line  of  his  official  duty.6  Else- 
wdiere,  adverting  to  the  altered  position  of  a  governor, 
as  the  Imperial  executive  gradually  withdraws  from 
direct  interference  in  colonial  concerns,  he  says,  ‘  the 
office  of  governor  tends  to  become — in  the  most  em¬ 
phatic  sense  of  the  term — the  link  which  connects  the 
mother  country  and  the  colony,  and  his  influence  the 
means  by  which  harmony  of  action  between  the  local 
and  Imperial  authorities  is  to  be  preserved.’  From  his 
independent  and  impartial  position,  the  opinion  of  a 
governor  must  needs  have  ‘  great  weight  in  the  colo¬ 
nial  councils  ;  while  he  is  free  to  constitute  himself  in 
an  especial  manner  the  patron  of  those  larger  and 
higher  interests — as  of  education,  and  of  moral  and 
material  progress  in  all  its  branches — which,  unlike 
the  contests  of  party,  unite,  instead  of  dividing,  the 
members  of  the  body-politic.’ f 

The  Duke  of  Buckingham,  when  secretary  of  state 


d  Royal  Col.  Inst.  Proc.  v.  7,  p. 
252. 

c  See  ante,  p.  78.  See  also  Sir 
George  Bowen’s  observations,  with 
the  Duke  of  Newcastle’s  comments 
thereon,  ante,  pp.  89-92 ;  ancl  the 
Duke  of  Argyll’s  remarks,  in  Hans. 
Deb.  v.  191,  p.  2001.  Also,  Sir 
Hercules  Robinson’s  speech  on  the 
functions  of  a  constitutional  gover¬ 


nor,  in  The  Colonies,  Feb.  7,  1880. 

f  These  sagacious  words  form  the 
closing  sentence  of  the  last  official 
despatch  written  by  the  Earl  of 
Elgin  on  relinquishing  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Canada.  They  were  dated 
from  Quebec,  on  Dec.  18,  1854. 
Walrond’s  Letters  of  Lord  Elgin, 

pp.  126-128. 


Lord  El¬ 
gin  on  a 
governor 
office. 
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for  the  colonies,  in  1868,  thus  wrote,  in  a  despatch  con¬ 
cerning  the  office  of  governor-general  of  Canada.  He 
4  is  the  representative  of  the  Queen,  and  the  highest 
authority  in  a  dominion  vast  in  extent,  occupied  by 
several  millions  of  people,  comprising  within  itself 
various  provinces  recently  brought  together,  which  can 
only  be  knit  into  a  mature  and  lasting  whole  by  wise 
and  conciliatory  administration.  Nor  is  the  position 
insulated.  The  governor-general  is  continually  called 
upon  to  act  on  questions  affecting  international  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  United  States.  The  person  who  dis¬ 
charges  such  exalted  functions  ought  to  possess  not 
only  sound  judgment  and  wide  experience,  but  also  an 
established  public  reputation.  He  should  be  qualified 
both  to  exercise  a  moderating  influence  among  the  dif¬ 
ferent  provinces  composing  the  union,  and  also  to  bear 
weight  in  his  relations  with  the  British  minister  at 
Washington  and  with  the  authorities  of  the  great  neigh¬ 
bouring  republic.’ 8 

Upon  the  expiration  of  Lord  Dufferin’s  term  of  ser¬ 
vice  as  governor-general  of  Canada,  in  1878,  a  joint 
address  was  presented  to  his  excellency  by  both  houses 
of  the  dominion  parliament,  which  bore  testimony  to 
the  ripe  wisdom,  experience,  and  eminent  abilities  dis¬ 
played  by  that  accomplished  statesman  in  his  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  government  of  Canada.  Special  mention 


g  This  despatch  was  written  to 
explain  the  reasons  why  her  Ma¬ 
jesty’s  government  felt  it  to  be  their 
duty  to  advise  the  Queen  to  refuse 
her  assent  to  a  bill  passed  by  the 
dominion  parliament  to  reduce  the 
salary  of  the  governor-general,  which 
had  been  fixed  by  the  British  North 
America  act,  1867,  sec.  105,  at 
£10,000  sterling  (Canada  Sess.  Pap. 
1869,  No.  73).  For  the  salaries 
now  payable  to  all  colonial  gover¬ 
nors,  see  Col.  Office  List,  1892,  p. 


14.  For  the  governors’  pensions, 
see  Imperial  acts,  28  &  29  Vic.  c.  113, 
and  35  &  36  Vic.  c.  29.  See  also 
correspondence  concerning  the 
heavy  expenses  entailed  upon  the 
governor  of  Victoria  in  discharging 
the  duties  of  official  hospitality  in 
that  colony.  Victoria  Assem.  Par). 
1877-78,  v.  3,  No.  101.  See  also 
Report  of  Sel.  Com.  of  Leg.  Coun. 
of  Tasmania,  on  Feb.  26,  1880,  on 
the  governor’s  salary  bill,  Tasmania 
Leg.  Coun.  Pap.  No.  91. 
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w as  made  in  this  address  of  the  zeal  and  devotion  mani¬ 
fested  by  Earl  Dufferin  upon  all  occasions  wherein  it 
had  been  in  his  power  to  promote  Canadian  interests  ; 
to  his  efforts  and  liberality  in  fostering  literature,  art, 
and  the  industrial  pursuits  ;  and  to  the  beneficial  results 
which  had  attended  his  visits  to  each  of  the  provinces 
and  territories  of  the  dominion,  for  the  purpose  of 
familiarising  himself  with  their  distinctive  resources, 
and  with  the  character  of  the  inhabitants ;  and  in  avail¬ 
ing  himself  of  every  opportunity  to  enlarge  on  these 
topics  in  eloquent  speeches,  which  had  attracted  atten¬ 
tion  throughout  the  empire,  and  contributed  largely  to 
an  increased  knowledge  of  Canada,  its  present  condi¬ 
tion  and  future  prospects.  Sir  M.  Hicks-Beach,  her 
Majesty’s  colonial  secretary,  in  a  despatch  to  the  Earl 
of  Dufferin,  dated  Oct.  15,  1878,  congratulating  his 
lordship  upon  the  estimation  in  which  he  was  held  by 
all  classes  in  Canada,  conveyed  the  Queen’s  commands 
signifying  the  high  appreciation  entertained  by  her 
Majesty  of  the  great  ability  and  judgment  with  which 
he  had  discharged  the  duties  of  governor-general.  The 
secretary  of  state  added  an  expression,  on  the  part  of 
her  Majesty’s  government,  of  their  conviction  that  the 
admirable  manner  wherein  his  lord  ship  had  fulfilled  the 
duties  of  the  Queen’s  representative  had  done  much  to 
strengthen  and  deepen  in  the  hearts  of  the  Canadian 
people  that  spirit  of  loyalty  and  devotion  to  the  British 
Crown  and  empire,  of  which  there  had  been  so  many 
gratifying  indications.11 

Our  object  in  referring  to  these  pleasing  reminis¬ 
cences  of  the  administration  of  Lord  Dufferin  in  Canada 
is  not  merely  to  record  the  high  estimation  in  which 
his  lordship  was  held — alike  by  the  Crown,  the  parlia- 


h  Canada  Com.  Jour.  April  11,  1878;  Dominion  Off.  Gaz.  Nov.  9, 
1878. 


Lord 
Dufferin 
as  a  con¬ 
stitutional 
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ment,  and  the  people — as  a  constitutional  governor, 
but  likewise  to  exemplify,  by  such  a  conspicuous  and 
distinguished  example,  the  appropriate  field  of  action 
for  a  representative  of  the  sovereign  in  a  self-governing 
community. 

rccmkfg  F or’ while  a  constitutional  governor  suitably  abstains 

from  a  ftom  direct  interference  with  the  ordinary  course  of 
governor  s  pUbHc  business,  he  has  numerous  opportunities  of  con¬ 
ferring  substantial  benefits  upon  the  colony  over  which 
he  presides,  and  of  strengthening  the  tie  which  con¬ 
nects  it  with  the  mother  land. 

It  is  pre-eminently  his  duty  to  acquaint  himself,  by 
personal  observation,  with  the  country  and  its  capa¬ 
bilities,  and  to  ascertain  by  individual  intercourse  the 
condition  of  its  inhabitants,  and  the  quality,  aim,  and 
efficiency  of  its  various  local  institutions.  In  his  official 
tours  for  this  purpose  a  governor  would  naturally  be 
called  upon  to  make  frequent  response  to  loyal  addresses 
of  respect  and  welcome.  In  such  utterances,  in  the 
delivery  of  speeches  upon  public  occasions  of  a  non¬ 
political  character,  and  in  his  despatches  to  the  secretary 
of  state,  a  governor  is  at  liberty,  from  time  to  time,  to 
direct  attention,  with  the  authority  and  impartiality 
becoming  his  office,  to  numerous  questions  of  public 
concern,  as,  for  example,  the  peculiar  advantages  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  colony  as  a  field  for  emigration  or  for 
the  profitable  employment  of  capital.  •  He  can  likewise 
promote— by  timely  words  of  encouragement,  of  warn- 
ing,  01  of  judicious  counsel — the  varied  and  complex 
interests  of  a  rising,  industrious,  and  progressive  com¬ 
munity  ;  pointing  out,  in  a  paternal  spirit,  the  pitfalls 
and  temptations  to  be  avoided,  as  well  as  the  rewards 
to  be  anticipated  from  perseverance  in  well-doing,  and 
from  the  cultivation  of  harmony  and  mutual  forbearance 
in  every  relation  of  life.1 


For  unequalled  specimens  of  public  addresses  by  a  colonial  gover. 
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Bearing  in  mind  that  the  governor  in  a  British  pro¬ 
vince  is  a  connecting  link  between  the  distant  portions 
of  a  wide-spread  empire  and  the  august  person  of  its 
monarch,  who  is  everywhere  honoured  and  beloved, 
and  that  his  office  is  a  symbol  of  the  unity  which  pre¬ 
vails  between  the  scattered  members  of  a  vast  and 
powerful  nationality,  a  constitutional  governor  is  in 
duty  bound  to  foster,  within  his  own  sphere,  loyalty  and 
devotion  to  the  sovereign  and  attachment  to  the  insti¬ 
tutions  of  monarchy — which  secure  to  the  people  the 
inestimable  benefits  of  liberty,  protection,  and  advance¬ 
ment,  in  a  higher  degree  than  is  afforded  by  any  other 
form  of  government  upon  earth. 

Furthermore,  the  exalted  position  occupied  by  a 
governor  under  the  British  Crown  enables  him,  after 
the  pattern  exhibited  by  the  Queen — in  the  order 
and  decorum  of  her  royal  court,  and  in  the  exercise 
of  her  great  personal  influence  3 — to  encourage  public 
and  private  morality,  and  to  enforce  the  paramount 
obligations  of  religion  amongst  the  people,  so  far  as  he 
justly  may,  in  a  country  which  possesses  no  established 
church,  and  where  all  Christian  denominations  are  upon 
a  footing  of  equality. 

These  considerations,  however,  while  they  cannot 


nor,  upon  every  imaginable  subject 
appropriate  to  his  position,  and 
fraught  with  instruction  and  whole¬ 
some  advice  applicable  to  all  classes 
and  conditions  of  the  people,  we 
would  refer  to  those  delivered  by 
Lord  Dufferin  during  his  administra¬ 
tion  in  Canada.  These  are  included 
in  Mr.  Leggo’s  Administration  of 
Lord  Dufferin  in  Canada,  published 
in  1878,  and  H.  Milton’s  collection 
of  his  lordship’s  speeches  and  ad¬ 
dresses,  which  was  published  in 
1882.  Of  much  value  and  interest, 
also,  are  the  speeches  delivered 
during  his  occupancy  of  the  post  of 
governor-general  of  Canada,  in  1878 


to  1883,  by  the  Marquis  of  Lome, 
which  w'ere  published  in  Montreal 
in  1884,  after  his  departure  from 
the  dominion.  Admirable  addresses, 
upon  various  questions  of  public 
concern,  disconnected  with  party 
politics,  have  been  delivered  by  other 
colonial  governors  in  Australia,  and 
elsewhere,  with  very  beneficial  effect. 
See  especially  the  speeches  delivered 
by  Sir  Hercules  Robinson,  during 
his  administration  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  New  South  Wales  (1872- 
1879),  which  were  published  at 
Sydney  in  1879. 

j  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt.  v.  1,  p. 
203,  new  ed.  p.  308. 
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be  overlooked  or  overestimated  in  reviewing  the  bene¬ 
ficial  effects  of  monarchical  rule,  as  administered  by  a 
constitutional  governor  under  the  British  Crown,  are 
foreign  to  the  special  scope  of  this  treatise.  It  has 
been  the  aim  of  the  present  writer  to  define,  with  the 
utmost  possible  precision  and  impartiality,  the  actual 
position  and  functions  of  a  governor  in  his  political 
relations,  so  far  as  the  same  are  capable  of  being  de¬ 
termined  by  reference  to  authoritative  documents  and 
other  unimpeachable  sources  of  knowledge. 

In  the  admirable  summaries  of  the  duties  of  a  so- 
vernor,  quoted  at  the  commencement  of  this  chapter 
from  the  writings  or  speeches  of  men  of  reputation  and 
experience  in  public  affairs,  we  find  but  slight  allusion 
to  his  essentially  political  functions.  This  subject, 
however,  is  of  vital  importance  ;  and  it  is  with  a  view 
to  supply  this  deficiency  that  the  present  work  has 
been  undertaken. 

The  general  conclusions  arrived  at  in  the  preceding 
chapters,  after  a  careful  investigation  of  the  several 
questions  therein  discussed,  may  be  briefly  epitomised 
as  follows  : — 

1.  The  position  of  a  governor  in  a  colony  possessing 
representative  institutions,  with  ‘  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,’  is  that  of  a  local  constitutional  sovereign. 
Whatever  other  powers  may  be  conferred  upon  him 
by  the  law  of  the  particular  colony,  he  is,  by  virtue  of 
his  commission  and  instructions  from  the  Crown,  the 
representative  of  the  Queen  in  this  part  of  her 
dominions,  who  is  herself  the  source  of  all  executive 
authority  therein.  ITe  has  his  responsible  ministers,  who 
advise  him  upon  all  acts  of  executive  government  and 
in  all  legislative  matters.k  The  identity  of  aim  and  the 
mutual  co-operation  in  endeavour  which  must  invari- 


k  Sir  T.  Erskine  May,  in  Com.  Pap.  1878-79,  v.  8,  pp.  190,  191. 
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ably  subsist  between  the  representative  of  the  Crown 
and  his  constitutional  advisers  is  a  pledge  and  assur¬ 
ance  to  the  people  that  they  enjoy  the  full  benefit  and 
security  which  the  monarchical  element  is  capable  of 
affording  in  our  colonial  system,  combined  with  the 
advantages  of  ministerial  control  and  responsibility.1 

2.  A  constitutional  governor  should  never  be  held 
accountable,  within  the  sphere  of  his  government,  for 
the  policy  or  conduct  of  public  affairs.  This  responsi¬ 
bility  devolves  unreservedly  upon  his  ministers,  who 
share  with  him  in  the  functions  of  sovereignty  which 
he  exercises  under  his  commission  from  the  Crown,  on 
condition  that  they  assume  full  responsibility  for  the 
same  before  the  local  parliament  and  the  constituent 
body.  The  governor  is  personally  responsible  only 
to  the  supreme  power  from  whence  his  authority  is 
derived. 

3.  The  position  of  a  constitutional  governor  towards 
those  over  whom  he  is  set  as  the  representative  of  the 
sovereign,  and  especially  in  relation  to  his  ministers, 
is  one  of  strict  neutrality.  He  must  manifest  no  bias 
towards  any  political  party,  but  on  the  contrary  be 
ready  to  make  himself  a  mediator  and  a  moderator 
between  the  influential  of  all  parties  ;  and  he  must  be 
uniformly  actuated  solely  by  a  desire  to  promote  the 
general  welfare  of  the  province  or  dependency  of  the 
empire  committed  to  his  charge. 

4.  A  constitutional  governor  is  bound  to  receive  as 
his  advisers  and  ministers  the  acknowledged  leaders  of 
that  party  in  the  state  which  is  able  for  the  time  being 
to  command  the  confidence  of  a  majority  of  the  popular 
assembly  ;m  or,  in  the  last  resort,  of  the  people,  as  ex¬ 
pressed  on  appeal  through  their  representatives  in  the 


1  See  Walrond,  Letters  of  Lord  p.  16. 

Elgin,  pp.  120-124.  And  see  ante,  m  See  ante,  p.  68. 
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local  parliament.  And  it  is  his  duty  to  cordially  advise 
and  co-operate  with  his  ministers  in  all  their  efforts  for 
the  public  good. 

5.  In  furtherance  of  the  principle  of  local  self- 
government  and  of  the  administration  of  the  executive 
authority  in  harmony  with  the  legislative  bodies,  it 
is  ordinarily  the  duty  of  a  constitutional  governor  to 
accept  the  advice  of  his  ministers  for  the  time  being  in 
regard  to  the  general  policy  and  conduct  of  public 
affairs ;  in  the  selection  of  persons  to  fill  subordinate 
offices  in  the  public  service  ;  and  in  the  determination  of 
all  questions  that  do  not  require  to  be  disposed  of  in 
conformity  with  special  instructions  from  the  Imperial 
government. 

6.  In  older  to  enable  a  constitutional  governor  to 
fulfil  intelligently  and  efficiently  the  charge  entrusted 
to  him  by  the  Crown,  he  is  bound  to  direct— as  by  his 
commission  and  instructions  he  is  authorised  to  re¬ 
quire  that  the  fullest  information  shall  be  afforded  to 
him  by  his  ministers  upon  every  matter  which  at  any 
time  shall  be  submitted  for  his  approval ;  and  that  no 
policy  shall  be  carried  out  or  acts  of  executive  au¬ 
thority  performed  by  his  ministers  in  the  name  of  the 
Crown,  unless  the  same  shall  have  previously  received 
his  sanction. 

7.  While,  as  a  general  rule,  a  constitutional  governor 
would  naturally  defer  to  the  advice  of  his  ministers,  so 
long  as  they  continue  to  possess  the  confidence  of  the 
Popular  chamber,  and  are  able  to  administer  public 
affairs  in  accordance  with  the  well-understood  wishes 
of  the.  people,  as.  expressed  through  their  representa¬ 
tives,  if  at  any  time  he  should  see  fit  to  doubt  the 
wisdom  or  the  legality  of  advice  tendered  to  him,  or 
should  question  the  motives  which  have  actuated  his 
advisers  on  any  particular  occasion — so  as  to  lead  him 
to  the  conviction  that  their  advice  had  been  prompted 
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by  corrupt,  partisan,  or  other  unworthy  motives,  and 
not  by  a  regard  to  the  honour  of  the  Crown  or  the  wel¬ 
fare  and  advancement  of  the  community  at  large — 
the  governor  is  entitled  to  have  recourse  to  the  power 
reserved  to  him  in  the  royal  instructions,  and  to  with¬ 
hold  his  assent  from  such  advice.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  he  would  suitably  endeavour,  in  the  first 
instance,  by  suggestion  or  remonstrance,  to  induce  his 
ministers  to  modify  or  abandon  a  policy  or  proceeding 
which  he  was  unable  to  approve.  But  if  his  remon¬ 
strances  should  prove  unavailing,  the  governor  is  com¬ 
petent  to  require  the  resignation  of  his  ministers  or  to 
dismiss  them  from  office,  and  to  call  to  his  councils  a 
new  administration. 

8.  The  circumstances  under  which  a  governor 
would  deem  it  discreet  and  advisable  to  have  recourse 
to  his  reserved  right  of  dismissing  a  ministry  must  be 
determined  by  himself,  with  due  regard  to  the  gravity 
of  the  proceeding,  and  to  the  responsibility  it  would 
entail  upon  him  to  the  Crown.  But  this  prerogative 
right  can  only  be  constitutionally  exercised  on  grounds 
of  public  policy,  and  for  reasons  which  are  capable  of 
being  explained  and  justified  by  an  incoming  adminis¬ 
tration  to  the  local  assembly,  as  well  as  by  the  governor 
himself  to  the  Imperial  authorities. 

9.  Upon  a  change  of  ministry  it  is  essential  that  the 
gentlemen  who  may  be  invited  by  the  governor  to  form 
a  new  administration  shall  be  unreservedly  informed  by 
him  of  the  circumstances  which  led  to  the  resignation 
or  dismissal  of  their  predecessors  in  office  ;  and  that 
they  shall  be  willing  to  accept  entire  responsibility  to 
the  local  parliament  for  any  acts  of  the  governor  which 
have  been  instrumental  in  occasioning  the  resignation 

c>  O 

or  effecting  the  dismissal  of  the  outgoing  ministry. 
Tor  it  is  an  undoubted  principle  of  English  law,  that 
no  prerogative  of  the  Crown  can  be  constitutionally 
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exercised  unless  some  minister  of  state  is  ready  to 
assume  responsibility  for  the  same.  Hence  the  au¬ 
thority  itself  remains  inviolate,  however  the  propriety 
of  its  exercise  maybe  questioned,  or  its  use  condemned. 
The  authority  of  the  Crown,  in  the  hands  of  the  Queen  s 
representative,  must  invariably  be  respected ;  and  no 
one  subordinate  to  the  governor  should  attribute  to  him 
personally  any  act  of  misgovernment,  his  ministers 
being  always  answerable  for  his  acts  to  the  local  parlia¬ 
ment  and  to  the  constituent  body. 

10.  A  constitutional  governor  is  personally  respon¬ 
sible  to  the  Crown  for  his  exercise  of  the  prerogative 
right  of  dissolving  parliament ;  and  he  is  bound  to  have 
regard  to  the  general  condition  and  welfare  of  the 
country,  and  not  merely  to  the  advice  of  his  ministers, 
in  granting  or  refusing  a  dissolution.  And,  should  he 
deem  it  advisable  to  insist  upon  the  dissolution  of  an 
existing  parliament  contrary  to  the  advice  of  his  minis¬ 
ters,  he  is  not  debarred  from  taking  steps  to  give  effect 
to  his  decision,  because  his  ministers  for  the  time  being 
are  sustained  by  a  majority  of  the  local  assembly;  al¬ 
though  such  an  act,  on  the  part  of  the  governor, 
would  necessarily  involve  their  resignation  of  office. 
But  no  governor  has  a  constitutional  right  to  proceed 
to  dissolve  parliament  under  such  circumstances,  unless 
he  can  first  obtain  the  services  of  other  advisers,  who 
are  willing  to  become  responsible  for  the  act ;  and 
unless  he  has  reasonable  grounds  for  believing  that  an 
appeal  to  the  constituent  body  would  result  in  an 
approval  by  the  new  assembly  of  the  policy  which,  in  his 
judgment,  rendered  it  necessary  that  a  dissolution  of 
parliament  should  take  place. 

11.  In  the  ultimate  determination  of  all  questions 
wherein  a  constitutional  governor  may  see  fit  to  differ 
from  his  ministers,  the  declared  intention  of  the  Queen, 
that  ‘  her  Majesty  has  no  desire  to  maintain  any  system 
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of  policy  among  her  North  American  subjects  which 
opinion  condemns  ’ 11 — a  principle  which  is  equally  ap¬ 
plicable  to  every  self-governing  colony,  and  which  has 
been  freely  conceded  to  them  all — requires  that  the 
final  verdict  of  the  people  in  parliament  must  be  ac¬ 
cepted  as  conclusive;  and  that  the  governor  must 
be  prepared  to  accept  an  administration  who  will 
give  effect  to  this  verdict,  or  else  himself  surrender 
to  the  sovereign  the  charge  with  which  he  has  been 
entrusted. 

12.  It  is  inexpedient  and  objectionable  in  principle 
that  a  constitutional  governor  should  take  any  part  in 
controversies  betwmen  the  legislative  chambers  in  the 
colony  upon  questions  of  privilege,  or  concerning  the 
relative  powers  of  the  two  houses  under  the  constitu¬ 
tion,  so  long  as  the  rights  of  the  Crown  are  not  involved 
in  such  disputes.  If  he  should  ultimately  see  fit  to •  dis¬ 
solve  parliament  with  a  view  to  the  determination  of 
protracted  legislative  disputes,  it  must  be  clearly  seen 
that  he  intervenes  for  the  purpose  of  mediation,  and  as 
an  appeal  to  the  arbitration  of  the  people,  and  not  as 
helping  one  house  against  the  other. 

13.  In  questions  of  an  Imperial  nature,  wherein 
the  reputation  of  the  British  Crown  is  concerned,  or 
the  general  policy  of  the  empire  is  involved — as,  for 
example,  in  the  administration,  by  a  governor,  of  the 
prerogatives  of  mercy  or  of  honour  ;  or  the  reservation, 
under  the  royal  instructions,  of  certain  bills  which  had 
passed  both  houses  of  the  local  parliament,  for  the  sig¬ 
nification  of  the  Queen’s  pleasure  thereon — it  is  the 
duty  of  a  governor  to  exercise  the  power  vested  in  him, 
in  his  capacity  as  an  Imperial  officer,  without  limitation 
or  restraint.  Nevertheless,  upon  such  occasions,  a  con- 


n  Lord  John  Russell’s  despatch  1839;  Canada  Assern.  Jour.  1841, 
to  Governor  Thomson,  of  Oct.  14,  App.  B.  B. 
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stitutional  governor  should  afford  to  his  ministers  full 
knowledge  of  his  intentions,  and  an  opportunity  of  ten¬ 
dering  to  him  whatever  advice  in  the  premises  they  may 
desire  to  offer ;  albeit  the  governor  is  bound,  by  his 
instructions  and  by  his  obligations  as  an  Imperial 
officer,  to  act  upon  his  own  judgment  and  respon¬ 
sibility,  whatever  may  be  the  nature  of  the  advice 
proffered  to  him  by  his  ministers.  In  all  such  cases 
the  responsibility  of  the  local  ministers  to  the  local 
parliament  would  naturally  be  limited.  They  would 
be  responsible  for  the  advice  they  gave,  but  could  not 
strictly  be  held  accountable  for  their  advice  not  having- 
prevailed.  For,  ‘  if  it  be  the  right  and  duty  of  the 
governor  to  act  in  any  case  contrary  to  the  advice  of 
his  ministers,  they  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  his 
action,  and  should  not  feel  themselves  justified  on 
account  of  it  in  retiring  from  the  administration  of 
public  affairs.’ 0 

But,  according  to  constitutional  analogy,  no  such 
right  should  be  claimed  by  the  governor,  except  in 
cases  wherein,  under  the  royal  instructions,  he  is  bound 
as  an  Imperial  officer  to  act  independently  of  his 
ministers.  And  if  his  discharge  of  this  duty  should  be 
felt,  at  any  time,  as  a  grievance,  either  by  his  own 
advisers  or  by  the  local  parliament,  it  would  be  a  rea¬ 
sonable  ground  for  remonstrance  or  negotiation  with 
the  Imperial  government ;  but  it  could  not,  meanwhile, 
absolve  the  governor  from  his  obligations  to  the  Queen, 
under  the  royal  instructions.  It  is,  nevertheless,  sup- 
posable,  in  an  extreme  case,  that  the  local  parliament 
might  assume  the  right  of  censuring  a  ministry  for 
advice  given  upon  an  Imperial  question,  or  because 


0  Lord  Carnarvon’s  view  of  the  stated  in  the  text ;  cited  in  Canada 
position  of  a  responsible  ministry  in  Sess.  Pap.  1876,  No.  116,  p.  82. 
a  colony,  tinder  the  circumstances  And  see  ante,  pp.  348-355. 
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tliey  did  not  resign  upon  a  particular  occasion  when 
their  advice  was  not  followed.13 

With  reference  to  the  foregoing  text,  a  recent  case  occurred  in 
New  Zealand,  which  resulted  in  a  difference  between  the  governor 
and  his  advisers  in  the  matter  of  appointments  to  the  legislative 
council. 

The  official  papers  9  concerning  this  difficulty  were  received  too 
late  to  make  mention  of  it  in  the  previous  chapter,  where  the  sub¬ 
ject  might  be  more  appropriately  noticed,1-  but  a  brief  narration  of 
the  circumstance  will  not  be  out  of  place  here. 

Pending  the  result  of  a  general  election  held  in  that  colony,  in 
the  fall  of  1890,  the  Atkinson  ministry  recommended  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  eleven  members  to  the  upper  house,  whose  numbers,  it 
appears,  are  not  defined  under  the  constitution. 

The  governor  declined  to  sanction  this  increase,  but  consented  to 
the  creation  of  the  speaker  and  six  councillors,  an  alternative  that 
Avas  ultimately  accepted.  These  appointments  the  governor  after¬ 
wards  explained  Avere  made  more  Avith  the  object  of  strengthening 
the  character  of  the  upper  house  than  for  party  purposes. 

It  transpired  that  the  ministry,  by  the  election  returns,  were 
actually  in  the  minority  before  the  appointments  Avere  made  ;  and 
statements  having  appeared  in  the  public  press  to  that  effect,  pro¬ 
tests  were  addressed  to  the  governor  by  over  forty  members  of  the 
house  of  representatives  and  others  against  Iris  accepting  the  advice 
of  ministers  no  longer  possessing  the  confidence  of  the  people. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  governor  in  accepting  ministerial  advice 
justified  his  course  to  the  colonial  secretary  on  the  ground  that  he 
did  ‘  not  think  it  is  seriously  maintained,  in  the  face  of  the  constant 
practice  in  England  for  defeated  ministers  to  advise  her  Majesty  to 
create  peers,  that  there  has  been  anything  unconstitutional  in  my 
action  ;  but  so  far  as  I  can  gather  there  is  a  strong  feeling  in  the 
colony  that  the  practice  which  obtains  in  England  of  making 
ministerial  appointments  before  vacating  office  is  not  one  Avliich 
New  Zealand  ministers  should  be  encouraged  to  folloAv.’s 

After  the  elections  and  before  parliament  met  the  Atkinson 
administration  resigned,  and  the  new  ministry  of  which  Mr. 
Ballance  was  premier  succeeded  to  office.  In  February,  1892,  the 
Ballance  ministry  submitted  to  the  governor  eighteen  names  for 
appointment  to  the  legislative  council,  claiming  that  of  this  number 
they  were  entitled  to  make  seven  appointments  to  counterbalance 

p  See  a  precedent  of  this  kind,  q  Com.  Pap.  1893,  No.  198. 

but  which  did  not  lead  to  the  resig-  r  Ante,  p.  658. 

nation  of  ministers,  ante,  p.  358.  s  Com.  Pap.  1893,  No.  198,  p.  12. 
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in  New  allow  for  a  few  creations. 

Yj  on  1  o  1-j  rl 

The  governor,  the  Earl  of  Onslow,  declined  to  adopt  this  advice, 
and  desired  that  the  question  might  be  deferred  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  his  successor,  the  Earl  of  Glasgow,  whose  appointment  had 
been  announced,  as  his  stay  in  the  colony  would  not  enable  him  to 
see  the  end  of  consequences  which  a  persistent  refusal  to  accept  the 
advice  of  ministers  would  entail.11 

Accordingly,  on  the  arrival  of  the  new  governor  in  June,  1892, 
ministers  lost  no  time  in  advising  an  increase  to  the  upper  house, 
this  time  of  twelve  members,  on  the  ground  that  the  government 
was  in  an  unbearable  position  in  the  legislative  council,  where  they 
had  but  four  or  five  supporters,  and  ‘  that  no  government  can  carry 
on  the  business  of  the  house  satisfactorily  when  in  one  chamber  they 
exist  only  on  sufferance.’  v 

The  governor  declined  to  appoint  this  number,  fearing  that  in  so 
doing  he  would  be  running  the  risk  of  making  the  legislative  council 
a  mere  echo  of  the  other  house,  and  thus  destroy  its  independence  ; 
but  he  consented  to  an  increase  of  eight  members.  This  concession 
did  not  meet  the  requirements  of  ministers,  who  continued  to  press 
their  claims  for  twelve  appointments,  while  the  governor,  equally 
firm,  objected  to  that  number  ;  and  in  so  doing  he  was  in  accord  with 
the  views  entertained  by  his  predecessor,  who  had  embodied  the  same 
in  a  confidential  memorandum  for  the  information  of  his  successor. 

Finally,  ministers,  in  a  memorandum  dated  August  5,  1892, 
appealed  to  the  colonial  secretary  on  the  difference  existing  between 
them  and  the  governor.  After  setting  forth  the  facts  of  the  case, 
they  justified  their  action  in  having  remained  in  office,  though  their 
advice  had  not  been  accepted  by  his  excellency,  as  follows  : — 

‘  Ministers  would  point  out  that  the  parliament  is  in  session, 
and  they  are  answerable  to  the  house  of  representatives  for  the 
advice  tendered  to  his  excellency.  It  has  been  alleged  that  they 
ought  to  have  resigned  when  their  advice  was  declined,  but  they 
relied  on  the  constitutional  practice  as  expressed  in  “Todd’s 
Parliamentary  Government  in  the  British  Colonies,”  p.  590  (old 
edition),  which  is  as  follows  : — “  They  would  be  responsible  for  the 
advice  they  gave,  but  could  not  strictly  be  held  accountable  for  their 
advice  not  having  prevailed  ;  for  if  it  be  the  right  and  duty  of  the 
governor  to  act  in  any  case  contrary  to  the  advice  of  his  ministers, 
they  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  his  action,  and  should  not  feel 
themselves  justified  in  retiring  from  the  administration.”  ’ 

In  a  despatch  addressed  to  the  governor,  dated  September  26 


1  Com.  Pap.  1893,  No.  198,  p.  23. 


Ib.  p.  24. 


v  Ib.  p.  14. 
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1892,  the  colonial  secretary,  the  Marquess  of  Ripon,  replied  that, 
while  fully  appreciating  the  difficulties  surrounding  the  case,  he  had 
no  hesitation  in  advising  the  acceptance  of  ministerial  advice  on  the 
question  at  issue,  adding  : — 

‘  When  questions  of  a  constitutional  character  are  involved  it  is 
especially,  I  conceive,  the  right  of  the  governor  fully  to  discuss 
with  his  ministers  the  desirability  of  any  particular  course  that  may 
be  pressed  upon  him  for  his  adoption.  He  should  frankly  state  the 
objections,  if  any,  which  may  occur  to  him  ;  but  if,  after  full  dis¬ 
cussion,  ministers  determine  to  press  upon  him  the  advice  which 
they  have  already  tendered,  the  governor  should,  as  a  general  rule, 
and  when  Imperial  interests  are  not  affected,  accept  that  advice, 
bearing  in  mind  that  the  responsibility  rests  with  the  ministers, 
who  are  answerable  to  the  legislature  and,  in  the  last  resort,  to  the 
country.’  w 

On  the  receipt  of  this  despatch  the  governor  waived  his  objection, 
and  the  appointments  were  accordingly  made. 

14.  While  it  is  objectionable  in  principle,  and  of 
rare  occurrence  in  practice,  that  appeals  should  be 
made  to  the  Imperial  parliament,  in  cases  of  difference 
between  a  governor  and  the  colonial  executive  or  legis¬ 
lature  over  which  he  presides,  or  has  presided — so  as 
to  lead  to  the  renewal  in  the  British  parliament  of  local 
political  contests — yet  the  authority  of  the  Imperial 
parliament  to  discuss  all  questions  affecting  the  interests 
of  any  portion  of  the  empire,  the  honour  of  the  Crown, 
or  the  welfare  of  her  Majesty’s  subjects  in  any  part  of 
the  globe,  and  to  advise  the  Crown  upon  the  same,  is 
unquestionable  ;  and  a  governor  or  ex-governor  of  a 
British  province  must  never  lose  sight  of  his  respon¬ 
sibility,  not  merely  to  the  Crown  in  council,  but  likewise 
to  both  houses  of  the  Imperial  parliament,  by  whom  he 
is  liable  to  be  censured  or  impeached  for  misconduct  in 
office/ 

w  Com.  Pap.  1893,  No.  198,  p.  40.  Governor  Eyre,  of  Jamaica,  in  1866 

*  See  ante ,  pp.  36,  37  ;  Earl  and  1867 ;  of  Governor  Darling,  of 
Grey,  Hans.  Deb.  v.  103,  p.  1280 ;  Victoria,  in  1868  ;  of  Governor 
Mr.  Gladstone,  ib.  v.  104,  p.  356  ;  Hennessey,  of  Barbadoes,  in  1876 ; 
Case  of  the  Governor  of  British  and  of  Governor  Bartle  Frere,  of 
Guiana,  ib.  v.  107,  p.  930.  Debates  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  in  1879. 
in  Parliament  upon  the  conduct  of 
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15.  In  the  absence  of  definite  instructions,  or  posi¬ 
tive  law,  it  is  the  duty  of  a  constitutional  governor  to 
be  guided  upon  all  questions  that  may  arise,  or  matters 
that  may  be  submitted  to  him  in  his  official  capacity, 
by  the  usage  of  the  Crown  in  the  mother  country ; 
which  he  should  endeavour  to  ascertain  and  to  imi¬ 
tate,  so  far  as  may  be  consistent  with  his  position  and 
responsibility  as  a  colonial  governor. 

16.  Finally,  inasmuch  as  all  local  parliaments  or  pro¬ 
vincial  legislatures  in  the  empire  are,  within  their  as¬ 
signed  jurisdiction,  absolute  and  supreme,  save  only  as 
respects  the  constitutional  control  of  the  Crown,  it 
follows  that  the  governor  in  every  colony  or  province 
is,  within  the  limits  of  his  commission  and  delegation, 
entitled  to  be  accredited  with  similar  rights,  privileges, 
and  responsibilities  to  those  which  appertain  to  the 
sovereign  in  the  parent  state.  Moreover,  the  necessary 
and  lawful  functions  of  a  governor,  who  is  the  repre¬ 
sentative  and  personal  embodiment  of  the  monarchical 
principle  in  a  British  colony  under  parliamentary  govern¬ 
ment,  and  who  administers  the  authority  of  the  Crown 
within  the  same,  are  neither  diminished  nor  restrained 
by  reason  of  the  gradual  emancipation  of  the  colony  from 
Imperial  control  in  the  regulation  of  its  internal  affairs. 

The  authority  herein  claimed,  on  behalf  of  a  constitu¬ 
tional  governor,  is  that  which  indefeasibly  belongs  to 
the  English  Crown  in  the  political  system  of  the  mother 
country  :  not,  be  it  observed,  the  authority  exercised 
of  old  times  by  the  personal  government  of  sovereigns 
ruling  despotically,  with  no  one  directly  accountable"  to 
parliament  for  'their  actions  ;  but  that  tempered  form 
of  royal  supremacy,  limited  and  defined  by  law,  and  by 
those  maxims  of  the  constitution  which  owe  their  origin 
to  the  (so-called)  revolution  of  1688.  For  that  revolu¬ 
tion  was  no  uprising  of  a  democracy  bent  on  destroy¬ 
ing  existing  institutions:  it  was,  on  the  contrary,  a 
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legal  settlement  by  parliament  of  the  relative  powers 
in  the  state  ;  a  settlement  which  guaranteed  to  the 
nation  the  inestimable  advantages  of  a  constitutional 
monarchy,  combined  with  the  freedom,  elasticity,  and 
responsibility  which  appertain  to  a  ministerial  execu¬ 
tive  ruling  under  parliamentary  government. 

In  conferring  4  responsible  government  ’  upon  her 
colonies,  it  was  the  design  of  Great  Britain  to  convey 
to  them  as  far  as  possible  a  counterpart  of  her  own 
institutions.  By  this  system,  it  was  intended  that  the 
vital  elements  of  stability,  impartiality,  and  an  enlight¬ 
ened  supervision  over  all  public  affairs  should  be 
secured,  as  in  the  mother  country,  by  the  well-ordered 
supremacy  of  a  constitutional  governor,  responsible  only 
to  the  Crown  ;  whilst  the  freedom  and  intelligence  of 
the  people  should  be  duly  represented  in  the  powers 
entrusted  to  an  administration  co-operating  with  the 
Crown  in  all  acts  of  government,  but  likewise  respon¬ 
sible  to  parliament  for  the  exercise  of  their  authority. 

The  administration  or  cabinet,  as  has  been  justly 
remarked  by  Mr.  Gladstone,  4  stands  between  the  sove¬ 
reign  and  the  parliament,  and  is  bound  to  be  loyal  to 
both.’y  It  may  not  separate  itself  from  the  Crown 
lest  it  should  degenerate  into  a  ministerial  oligarchy, 
swallowing  up  those  rights  of  the  monarchy  in  the 
body-politic  which  are  the  eminent  safeguards  of  poli¬ 
tical  liberty  and  of  national  honour.  But  it  should  be 
equally  mindful  of  the  loyalty  and  deference  due  to 
the  Crown  as  of  the  responsibility  owing  to  parliament. 
It  is  in  the  just  recognition  of  both  responsibilities  that 
ministerial  authority  under  parliamentary  government 
is  freed  from  the  encroachment  and  contamination  of 
corrupt  influences,  and  made  conducive  to  the  prosperity 
and  progress  of  the  commonwealth. 

?  Gleanings  in  Past  Years,  v.  1,  Escott’s  England,  its  People  and 
p.  242,  quoted,  with  comments,  in  Polity,  v.  2,  p.  113. 
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In  conclusion,  let  me  recall  the  seasonable  words  of 
caution  contained  in  Lord  John  Russell's  despatch  to 
the  governor-general  of  Canada,  of  Oct.  14,  1839, 
a  despatch  which  has  been  termed  ‘  the  charter  of 
responsible  government,’  as  it  was  the  first  official 
communication  to  introduce  that  system  into  a  British 
colony  : — ‘  Every  political  constitution  in  which  different 
bodies  share  the  supreme  power  is  only  enabled  to 
exist  by  the  forbearance  of  those  among  whom  this 
power  is  distributed.  In  this  respect,  the  example  of 
England  may  well  be  imitated.  The  sovereign  using 
the  prerogative  of  the  Crown  to  the  utmost  extent,  and 
the  house  of  commons  exerting  its  power  of  the  purse 
to  carry  all  its  resolutions  into  immediate  effect,  would 
produce  confusion  in  the  country  in  less  than  a  twelve- 
month.  So  in  a  colony,  the  governor  thwarting  every 
legitimate  proposition  of  the  assembly,  and  the  as¬ 
sembly  continually  recurring  to  its  power  of  refusing 
supplies,  can  but  disturb  all  political  relations,  embarrass 
trade,  and  retard  the  prosperity  of  the  people.  Each 
must  exercise  a  wise  moderation.  The  governor  must 
only  oppose  the  wishes  of  the  assembly  where  the 
honour  of  the  Crown  or  the  interests  of  the  empire  are 
deeply  concerned ;  and  the  assembly  must  be  ready 
to  modify  some  of  its  measures  for  the  sake  of  har- 
monv  and  from  a  reverent  attachment  to  the  authoritv 
of  Great  Britain.’ z 

These  counsels  of  moderation,  though  immediately 
addressed  to  a  popular  assembly  about  to  assume  en¬ 
larged  powers  under  a  new  constitution,  are  equally 
applicable  to  all  parties  and  public  men  who  are  invited 
to  assist  in  the  working  of  a  machine  so  delicate,  so 
complex,  and  so  carefully  balanced,  as  parliamentary 
government  in  the  colonies. 

1  Canada  Assem.  Jour.  1841,  Colonisation,  ed.  1861,  p.  658  ;  Glad- 
App-  B.  B.  And  see  Merivale  on  stone’s  Gleanings,  v.  1,  p.  245. 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

COLONIAL  JUDGES. 

So  long  as  judges  of  tlie  supreme  courts  of  law  in 
the  British  colonies  were  appointed  directly  by  the 
Crown,  or  under  the  authority  of  Imperial  statutes,  it 
was  customary  for  them  to  receive  tlieir  appointments 
during  pleasure. 

The  reasons  for  the  continuance  of  this  tenure  in  the  colonies, 
after  Imperial  legislation  for  the  independence  of  the  judges  in  Great 
Britain,  may  be  gathered  from  a  pamphlet  published  by  C.  Colden, 
Esq.,  in  1767,  in  vindication  of  his  conduct  as  lieut. -governor  of  the 
province  of  New  York.a 

Thus,  by  the  act  4  Geo.  TV.  c.  96,  which  was  re¬ 
enacted  by  the  9  Geo.  IY.  c.  S3,  the  judges  ol  the 
supreme  courts  in  New  South  Wales  and  Van  Diemen’s 
Land  were  removable  at  the  will  of  the  Crown.  But 
these  statutes  were  repealed  by  Imperial  enactments, 
which  provided  new  constitutions  for  the  Australian 
colonies — 5  &  6  Vic.  c.  76;  18  &  19  Vie.  cc.  54  and 
55.  And  by  the  act  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  17,  sec.  5,  the 
judges  of  supreme  courts  of  judicature  in  the  West 
Indies  were  appointed  to  hold  office  during  the  pleasure 
of  the  Crown.  But  this  act  was  constructively  repealed 
by  the  act  28  &  29  Vie.  c.  63,  sec.  5,  which  em¬ 
powered  all  colonial  legislatures  to  establish  courts  ol 
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a  N.  York  Hist.  Soc.  Col.  for  1877,  p.  433. 
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judicature  and  to  provide  for  tlie  constitution  of  the 
same ;  and  it  was  formally  repealed  by  the  statute 
law  revision  act  of  1874.  A  similar  tenure,  however, 
still  prevails  in  respect  to  judges  in  the  East  Indies  and 
in  Crown  colonies,  and  generally  in  all  colonies  not 
possessing  responsible  government. b 

Nevertheless,  the  great  constitutional  principle,  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  act  of  settlement,  that  judicial  office 
should  be  holden  upon  a  permanent  tenure,  has  been 
practically  extended  to  all  colonial  judges,  so  far  at 
least  as  to  entitle  them  to  claim  protection  against  arbi¬ 
trary  or  unjustifiable  deprivation  of  office,  and  to  forbid 
their  removal  for  any  cause  of  complaint  except  after 
a  fair  and  impartial  investigation  on  the  part  of  the 
Crown.0 

In  1782  an  Imperial  statute  was  passed  which  con¬ 
tains  the  following  provisions : — That  if  any  person 
holding  an  office  granted  or  grant-able  by  patent  from 
the  Crown,  shall  be  wilfully  absent  from  the  colony 
wherein  the  same  ought  to  be  exercised,  without  a 
reasonable  cause  to  be  allowed  by  the  governor  and 
council  of  the  colony,  £  or  shall  neglect  the  duty  of  such 
office,  or  otherwise  misbehave  therein,  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  to  and  for  such  o-overnor  and  council  to 

O 

amove  such  person  ’  from  the  said  office  :  but  any 
person  who  shall  think  himself  aggrieved  by  such  a 
decision  may  appeal  to  his  Majesty  in  council. d 

This  law  is  still  in  force,6  and  although  it  does  not 

b  Papers  respecting  colonial  amended  by  the  act  54  Geo.  III. 
judges,  Com.  Pap.  1870,  v.  49,  p.  c.  61,  which  regulates  the  method 
435  (also  given  in  12  Moore,*  In-  of  procedure  by  patent  officers  in 
dian  App.  cases,  Appx.) ;  Act  24  &  any  colony  who  may  desire  to  obtain 
25  Vic.  c.  104.  temporary  leave  of  absence  ;  and  de- 

c  Law  Mag.  N.  S.  v.  20,  pp.  199-  dares  that  any  public  officer  who 
205  ;  Rep.  of  Com.  of  Society  for  shall  not  comply  with  such  pro- 
Promoting  Amendment  of  the  Law  visions  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
in  1847  on  Colonial  Judgeships.  vacated  his  office. 

Act  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75,  secs.  2,  e  Hans.  Deb.  v.  187,  p.  1495.  The 
3.  This  act  was  confirmed  and  first  section  of  this  act,  which  re- 


judges’  relation  to  crown  and  parliament.  829 


professedly  refer  to  colonial  judges,  it  lias  been  re¬ 
peatedly  decided  by  tlie  judicial  committee  of  the  privy 
council  to  extend  to  such  functionaries.  Adverting  to 

O 

this  statute,  in  1858,  in  the  case  of  Kobertson  v.  the 
Governor-General  of  New  South  Wales,  the  judicial 
committee  determined  that  it  ‘  applies  only  to  offices 
held  by  patent,  and  to  offices  held  for  life  or  for  a  certain 
term,’  and  that  an  office  held  merely  durante  bene  placito 
could  not  be  considered  as  coming  within  the  terms  of 
the  act! 

From  these  decisions  two  conclusions  maybe  drawn  ; 
firstly,  that  no  colonial  judges  can  be  regarded  as  hold¬ 
ing  their  offices  4  merely  ’  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Crown  ; 
and,  secondly,  that  be  the  nature  of  their  tenure  what 
it  may,  the  statute  of  the  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75  confers  upon 
the  Crown  a  power  of  amotion  similar  to  that  which 
corporations  possess  over  their  officers,  or  to  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  in  England  before  the  court  of  Queen’s  bench, 
or  the  lord  chancellor,  for  the  removal  of  judges  of  the 
inferior  courts  for  misconduct  in  office.  Under  this 
statute  all  colonial  judges  appointed  by  patent  under 
the  royal  sign  manual  (which  is  the  usual,  if  not 
universal,  mode  of  appointment)  are  removable  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Crown,  to  be  exercised  by  the  governor 
and  council  of  the  particular  colony,  for  any  cause 
whatsoever  that  may  be  deemed  sufficient  to  disqualify 
for  the  proper  discharge  of  judicial  functions,  subject, 
however,  to  an  appeal  to  the  Queen  in  council.®  But 


lates  to  patent  officers  fulfilling  the 
duties  of  their  offices  in  person,  was 
repealed  by  the  statute  law  revision 
act,  1871. 

f  11  Moore,  P.C.  p.  295. 

s  Memo,  by  Sir  F.  Rogers,  Com. 
Pap.  1870,  v.  49,  p.  440.  For  pre¬ 
cedents  of  proceedings  under  this 
statute,  for  removal  of  a  judge,  see 
case  of  Judge  Montagu,  of  Van 


Diemen’s  Land,  in  1848,  Com.  Pap. 
1847-48,  v.  43,  p.  577  ;  of  Ch.  Jus¬ 
tice  Pedder,  of  Van  Diemen’s  Land, 
in  1848,  which  resulted  in  his  unani¬ 
mous  acquittal,  ib.  pp.  624-646 ;  of 
Judge  Boothby,  of  S.  Australia,  in 
1867,  S.  Australia  Pari.  Pap.  1867, 
v.  2,  Nos.  22, 23.  And  see  Up.  Can. 
Q.B.  Rep.  v.  46,  p.  483. 
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before  any  steps  are  taken  to  remove  a  judge  from  his 
office  by  virtue  of  this  act,  he  must  be  allowed  an 
opportunity  of  being  heard  in  his  own  defence.11 

In  Canada,  by  the  British  North  America  act  (sec.  96),  the 
judges  are  appointed  by  ‘  the  governor-general,  and  by  sec.  99  are 
1  removable  by  the  governor-general,  on  address  of  the  senate  and 
house  of  commons.’ 

In  1846  Lord-Chancellor  Lyndhurst,  in  the  judicial  committee 
of  the  privy  council,  expressed  a  doubt  whether  a  colonial  governor 
was  at  liberty  to  remove  a  judge  under  the  powers  of  his  commission, 
but  declared  that  it  could  be  done  under  the  statute  22  Geo.  III. 
He  added  that  the  first  case  of  amotion  under  this  statute  was  that 
of  a  puisne  judge,  J.  W.  Willis,  who  was  removed  from  the  bench 
in  Upper  Canada  by  the  governor  and  council  in  the  year  1829,  in 
consequence  of  his  refusing  to  sit  in  the  court  in  the  absence  of  the 
chief  justice,  he  being  of  opinion  that  the  court  was  incompetent 
to  sit  unless  all  the  judges  were  present.  This  order  of  amotion 
being  appealed  from  was  confirmed  by  the  privy  council.1  But  the 
intention  of  the  law  obviously  requires  that  there  should  be  a  full 
and  fair  investigation  before  removal,  as  will  appear  from  the 
following  case,  which,  strange  to  say,  arose  out  of  the  removal  of 
the  same  gentleman  from  a  judicial  office  in  New  South  Wales. 

Upon  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  amotion  of  J.  W.  Willis, 
Esq.,  from  the  office  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court  of  New  South 
Wales,  made  by  Sir  George  Gipps,  the  governor  and  executive 
council  of  that  colony,  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council 
decided,  on  July  8,  1846,  after  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides,  that 
the  governor  in  council  had  power  in  law  to  amove  Mr.  Willis  from 
his  office  of  judge,  under  the  authority  of  the  22  Geo.  III.  ;  that 
upon  the  facts  appearing  before  the  governor  in  council,  and  esta¬ 
blished  before  their  lordships,  there  were  sufficient  grounds  for  such 
removal,  but  the  governor  and  council  ought  to  have  given  Mr.  Willis 
some  opportunity  of  being  previously  heard  against  the  amotion, 
and  that  for  their  neglect  of  this  the  order  of  removal  should  be 
reversed!  The  judge,  however,  did  not  return  to  Australia,  but 
remained  in  England,  where  he  died  on  September  10,  1877. 

Again,  in  1849,  in  the  case  of  Algernon  Montagu,  Esq.,  late  a 


h  Lord  Chanc.  Westbury;  Hans,  as  appears  on  referring  to  the  pari. 
Deb.  v.  164,  p.  1063.  debates,  in  Hans.  Deb.  N.S.  v.  24, 

1  5  Moore,  P.C.  p.  388.  Lord  p.  551. 

Lyndhurst’ s  memory  was  at  fault  as  j  5  Moore,  P.C.  p.  392. 

to  result  of  this  appeal  to  the  P.C., 
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puisne  judge  of  the  supreme  court  of  Van  Diemen’s  Land,  against 
Sir  William  Denison  (the  lieutenant-governor)  and  executive  council 
of  that  colony,  the  judicial  committee  decided  that  the  governor  and 
council  of  a  colony  have  power  under  the  statute  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75 
to  remove  a  judge  from  his  office  for  misbehaviour.  And  that  where 
a  judge  availed  himself  of  his  judicial  office,  through  an  incident 
connected  with  the  constitution  of  the  court  over  which  he  presided, 
to  obstruct  his  creditor  from  recovering  a  debt  due  from  him,  and 
upon  investigation  was  found  to  be  involved  to  a  large  extent  in 
bill  transactions  and  pecuniary  embarrassment,  there  was  sufficient 
ground  to  justify  the  governor  and  council  in  removing  him  from 
office.  It  was  also  held  that,  although  there  had  been  some  irre¬ 
gularity  in  pronouncing  an  order  for  amotion,  when  the  judge  had 
been  only  called  upon  to  show  cause  against  an  order  of  suspension , 
yet  that  as  the  facts  justified  the  order  of  amotion,  and  the  judge  had 
sustained  no  prejudice  by  such  irregularity,  the  order  of  amotion 
ought  not  to  be  reversed.15  Subsequently,  in  1857,  the  colonial  legis¬ 
lature  of  Tasmania  (formerly  known  as  Van  Diemen’s  Land)  passed 
an  act  to  declare  that  it  should  not  be  lawful  for  the  governor, 
either  with  or  without  the  advice  of  the  executive  council,  to  sus¬ 
pend  or  amove  any  judge  of  the  supreme  court,  unless  upon  the 
address  of  both  houses  of  the  parliament  of  Tasmania  (Act  20  A  ic. 
No.  7).  But  from  the  decisions  of  the  privy  council  in  relation  to 
judges  in  the  colonies  of  Queensland  and  A  ictoria,  under  similar 
circumstances,  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  this  colonial  act  does  not 
override  the  authority  of  the  Imperial  statute  of  22  Geo.  III.  so  far 
as  amotion  is  concerned,  although  the  right  to  suspend  a  judge  in 
Tasmania  can  no  longer  be  exercised.1  In  fact,  to  this  extent  the 
Tasmanian  statute  must  be  regarded  as  absolutely  null  and  t  oid, 
being  i  repugnant  ’  to  the  Imperial  statute,  and  not  authoiised  oi 
confirmed  by  Imperial  legislation. 

But  it  is  not  only  upon  an  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  a  colonial  governor  and  council  for  the  removal  of  a 
judge  under  the  statute  22  Geo.  III.  that  the  privy 
council  has  jurisdiction  in  such  matters  of  complaint. 
It  is  competent  for  the  Crown,  acting  through  a  secre¬ 
tary  of  state,  and  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  3  &  4 
Will.  IV.  c.  41,  sec.  4,  to  refer  to  the  consideration  of 


k  6  Moore,  P.C.  p.  489.  For  the  v.  1,  pp.  73,  134 ;  and  Hans.  Deb.  v. 
governor’s  own  view  of  these  trans-  206,  p.  l.)29.  ^ 

actions,  see  Denison’s  Viceregal  Life,  1  See  post,  pp.  8o5,  841. 
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the  judicial  committee  a  memorial  from  a  legislative 
body,  in  any  of  the  colonies,  complaining  of  the  judicial 
conduct  of  a  judge  therein.111 

Thus,  in  1847,  on  a  memorial  being  presented  to  the  Queen  in 
council  by  the  house  of  assembly  of  the  island  of  Grenada,  com¬ 
plaining  generally  of  the  conduct  of  John  Sanderson,  Esq.,  in  his 
office  of  chief  justice  of  that  island,  and  enumerating  various  illegal 
and  oppressive  acts  which  he  had  committed  during  the  fourteen 
years  of  his  occupancy  of  the  bench,  •  her  Majesty  referred  the 
memorial  to  the  judicial  committee.  The  chief  justice  also  presented 
a  memorial  to  the  Queen,  in  which  he  complained  of  the  reopening 
of  bygone  matters,  which  had  been  disposed  of  by  competent 
authority,  and  protesting  against  the  application,  in  the  first  instance 
to  the  privy  council,  whilst  there  was  a  legitimate  mode  of  proceed¬ 
ing  by  impeachment  before  the  council  in  Grenada,  where  both 
parties  could  be  conveniently  heard  ;  he  prayed  that  the  assembly’s 
complaint  against  him  might  be  referred  to  that  tribunal.  But  her 
Majesty  referred  the  judge’s  memorial  to  the  judicial  committee. 
After  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides,  the  committee  decided  that 
during  the  fourteen  years  he  had  held  office,  the  chief  justice  appears 
to  have  committed  several  intemperate  and  some  illegal  acts  ;  but 
that  these  acts  were  performed  many  years  before  the  complaint 
was  made,  with  only  one  exception,  that  of  fining  two  magistrates 
for  taking  depositions  in  the  third  instead  of  the  first  person,  the 
which,  though  erroneous  and  improper,  was  done  in  the  execution 
of  what  the  chief  justice  thought  to  be  his  duty.  Wherefore,  the 
committee  did  not  think  that  he  ought  to  be  removed  for  mis¬ 
conduct.11 

In  July  1868,  Chief  Justice  Beaumont,  of  British  Guiana,  was 
removed  from  the  bench,  upon  a  memorial  to  the  Crown  from  the 
local  court  of  policy.  This  memorial  charged  the  chief  justice  with 
improperly  and  intemperately  holding  up  the  executive  government 
to  contempt ;  vexatiously  taking  occasion  to  embarrass  the  colonial 
administration  ;  imposing  harsh  and  vindictive  punishments  ;  using 
offensive,  intemperate,  and  calumnious  language ;  illegally  exer¬ 
cising  arbitrary  power  ;  and  improperly  interfering  with  the  judicial 
records.  The  memorial  was  referred  to  the  judicial  committee  of 
the  privy  council,  and  at  their  recommendation  an  order  in  council 
was  issued  for  the  removal  of  the  chief  justice  from  office.0 


m  See  Sir  F.  Roger’s  Memo,  on  in  6  Moore,  P.C.  N.S.App.  pp.  9-20. 
the  removal  of  colonial  judges,  a  6  Moore,  P.C.  pp.  38-42. 

Com.  Pap.  1870,  v.  49,  p.  440,  and  °  Law  Mag.  N.S.  v.  25,  p.  358. 
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It  is  likewise  competent  to  either  house  of  the  Im¬ 
perial  parliament  to  entertain  questions  in  relation  to 
the  appointment  or  conduct  of  colonial  judges.11  Upon 
several  occasions,  a  direct  appeal  has  been  made  to  the 
Imperial  parliament  by,  or  on  behalf  of,  judges  who 
had  been  removed  from  office  by  the  local  authorities 
in  various  colonies  or  dependencies  of  the  realm. 

In  1863,  a  case  of  this  description  occurred  in  reference  to 
certain  judges  in  the  Ionian  Islands,  which  were  then  under  the 
protection  of  the  British  Crown.  Two  of  the  judges  of  the  supreme 
court  in  those  islands  had  been  removed  by  the  senate,  with  the 
approbation  of  the  lord  high  commissioner,  under  a  clause  of  the 
constitution  which  made  judicial  offices  terminable  at  the  end  of 
every  live  years.  Taking  advantage  of  the  fact  that  this  provision 
had  not  been  invariably  enforced,  the  judges  in  question  claimed 
that  they  ought  to  be  considered  as  practically  irremovable,  and 
they  appealed  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  to  be  rein¬ 
stated  in  office.  But  after  a  careful  review  of  the  circumstances, 
the  colonial  secretary  ratified  and  confirmed  the  removal  of  these 
functionaries. i  The  matter  was  then  brought  before  parliament, 
and  debates  arose  in  both  houses  upon  motions  for  the  production 
of  papers,  and  subsequently  in  the  house  of  lords  for  further  papers 
upon  the  case.  The  latter  motion  was  resisted  by  ministers,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  a  most  dangerous  precedent  to  authorise  an 
appeal  to  parliament  from  acts  of  responsible  ministers  in  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  the  law,  &o.  Nevertheless,  after  much  debate,  the  motion 
was  agreed  to,  and  the  papers  produced.  But  no  action  followed  in 
either  house.1-  In  the  course  of  the  debate  an  able  despatch  was 
quoted  that  had  been  addressed  by  the  colonial  secretary  (Lord 
Glenelg)  to  the  lord  high  commissioner  (Sir  Howard  Douglas)  in 
1838,  pointing  out  the  incompatibility  of  an  independent  tenure  of 
the  judicial  office  with  institutions  so  unlike  those  of  Great  Britain  • 
and  showing  that  the  principle  of  irremovability,  as  it  is  established 
in  this  country,  and  in  other  free  states,  is  qualified  and  protected 
from  abuse  by  other  principles  of  at  least  equal  importance.  ‘  Such 
especially  are  : — 1st.  The  right  of  the  representatives  of  the  people 
to  address  the  Crown  for  the  removal  of  any  judge  for  imputed  mis¬ 
conduct  ;  2nd,  the  right  of  the  public  at  large  freely  to  discuss  the 


p  Case  of  Mr.  Huggins,  asst.-  «  Com.  Pap.  1863,  v.  38,  p,  141. 
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judicial  administration  ;  and  3rd,  the  right  of  a  supreme  tribunal, 
exempt  from  all  reasonable  suspicion  of  prejudice,  to  receive  and  to 
decide  upon  impeachment  of  the  judges.13 

In  1843,  Mr.  Langslow,  a  district  judge  in  Ceylon,  was  sus¬ 
pended  by  the  local  government  of  Ceylon,  and  afterwards  dismissed 
by  the  colonial  secretary  (Lord  Stanley),  for  personal  misconduct, 
not  affecting  his  judicial  character.  On  petition  from  Mr.  Lang¬ 
slow,  an  address  to  the  Queen  was  moved  in  the  house  of  commons, 
on  his  behalf,  for  a  consideration  of  his  case,  and  that  such  relief 
might  be  granted  to  him  as  might  seem  fit.  But  after  debate, 
wherein  the  justice  of  the  sentence  against  Mr.  Langslow  was  sub¬ 
stantiated,  the  motion  was  withdrawn.1 

In  1866,  the  attention  of  the  house  of  lords  was  directed  (on  a 
motion  for  papers)  to  the  case  of  Mr.  Manockjee  Cursetjee,  who  had 
resigned  his  office  of  judge  in  the  small  causes  couit  at  Bombay, 
owing  to  the  publication,  by  the  government,  in  the  newspapers,  of 
a  letter  censuring  him  for  his  conduct  upon  the  bench.  After  ex¬ 
planations  from  the  secretary  for  India,  the  motion  was  withdrawn." 

Since  tlie  introduction  into  the  constitution  of 
various  British  colonies  of  the  principle  of  ‘  responsible 
government,’  under  which  their  political  system  has 
been  assimilated  as  far  as  possible  to  that  of  the  mother 
country,  a  provision  similar  to  that  contained  in  the  act 
of  settlement,  authorising  the  judges  of  the  superior 
courts  of  law  and  equity  to  be  appointed  during  ‘  good 
behaviour,’  subject  to  removal  upon  an  address  from 
both  houses  of  parliament,  has  been  established  by 
legislative  enactment  in  the  particular  colonies. 

The  constitutional  acts  of  the  several  Australian 
colonies,  for  example,  contain  clauses  that  the  judges 
of  the  superior  courts  therein  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
Crown  during  £  good  behaviour  ;  ’  but,  nevertheless,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  her  Majesty  to  remove  any  such 
judge  upon  the  address  of  both  houses  of  the  colonial 
parliament/  In  Canada,  up  to  the  time  of  confedera- 

5  Hans.  Deb.  v.  170,  p.  284.  1855-56,  No.  2,  secs.  30,  31,  passed 

1  lb.  v.  94,  pp.  278-305.  under  authority  of  Imp.  statute  13 

■>  Jb.  v.  183,  pp.  1290-1308.  &  14  Vic.  c.  59.  New  South  Wales  : 

v  South  Australia  local  act,  see  Imp.  act,  18  &  19  Vic.  c.  54, 
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tion,  the  law  was  substantially  the  same,  except  that 
the  governor  was  empowered  to  remove  a  judge  upon 
the  address  of  both  houses  of  the  Canadian  parliament 
[and  in  case  any  judge  so  removed  considered  himself 
aggrieved  thereby,  he  might,  within  six  months,  appeal 
to  her  Majesty  in  her  privy  council,  and  his  amotion 
was  not  final  until  determined  by  that  authority]  .w  . 

This  proviso  is  not  in  the  British  North  America  act.  It  is 
therefore  argued  that  as  the  appointment  of  a  judge  begins  with 
the  governor  (not  with  the  sovereign),  it  also  ends  with  the 
governor  ;  and  that  a  removal  by  this  functionary  cannot  be 
appealed  from  to  the  Crown  in  council. 

The  effect  of  this  distinction  will  be  hereafter  ex¬ 
plained. 

Notwithstanding  the  facilities  afforded  for  the  re¬ 
moval  of  a  judge  for  misconduct,  under  the  constitutional 
acts,  the  Imperial  statute  22  Geo.  III.  may  still  be  in¬ 
voked  by  the  governor  and  council  of  any  British 
colony,  for  the  amotion  of  a  judge  for  any  reasonable 
cause. 

Colonial  legislative  assemblies  cannot  be  deprived 
of  their  undoubted  constitutional  right  to  address  the 
Crown  for  the  removal  of  a  judge,  but  the  exercise  of 
this  right  is  altogether  independent  of  the  course  which 
the  governor  of  the  colony  may  think  fit  to  pursue. 
The  experience,  both  of  the  colonial  office  and  of  the 
privy  council,  is,  however,  strongly  in  favour  of  pro¬ 
ceedings  by  the  governor,  subject  to  a  review  by  one 
or  other  of  those  departments  of  state  ;  and  they  have 
invariably  found  that  in  the  cases  in  which  proceedings 


secs.  38,  39.  Victoria  :  see  Imp.  the  superior  courts  ’  throughout  the 
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w  Upper  Canada  Consol.  Stats,  hold  office  during  good  behaviour, 
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have  originated  with  the  local  assemblies,  the  delay, 
uncertainty,  and  expense  have  been  greatly  augmented. x 

But  in  a  colony  where  procedure  by  parliamentary 
address  against  an  offending  judge  has  been  established, 
recourse  to  the  statute  of  George  III.  should  only  be 
had  upon  complaint  of  ‘  legal  and  official  misbe¬ 
haviour.’  y 

The  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  1862  advised  the  secretary  of 
state  for  the  colonies,  in  reference  to  a  case  which  had  occurred  in 
Queensland,  Australia,  as  follows  Although  the  judges’  commis¬ 
sions  in  Queensland  continue  in  force  during  ‘  good  behaviour,’  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  power  in  the  Crown  to  remove  a  judge  upon  the  address  of 
both  houses  of  the  legislature,  ‘  we  think  that  in  this  colony  the 
governor  and  council  have  power  to  remove  any  judge  who  (in  the 
words  of  the  act  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75)  shall  be  wilfully  absent  from 
the  colony  without  a  reasonable  cause  to  be  allowed  by  the  governor 
and  council,  or  shall  neglect  the  duty  of  his  office,  or  otherwise  mis¬ 
behave  therein.  In  so  advising,  it  is  hardly  necessary  for  us  to  add 
that  what  the  statute  contemplates  is  a  case  of  legal  and  official 
misbehaviour  and  breach  of  duty  ;  not  any  mere  error  of  judgment 
or  wrongheadedness,  consistent  with  the  bond  fide  discharge  of 
official  duty.  And  we  should  think  it  extremely  unadvisable  that 
this  power  should  be  exercised  at  all,  except  in  some  very  clear  and 
urgent  case  of  unquestionable  delinquency  :  the  power  given  to  the 
Crown,  upon  the  addresses  of  the  legislature,  being  adequate,  and 
more  appropriate,  for  all  other  exigencies  which  may  arise.  .  .  .  We 
do  not  think  that  any  action  would  lie  against  the  governor  for 
any  act  bond  fide  done  by  him  under  the  powers  of  the  statute 
aforesaid.’2 

We  may,  therefore,  infer  that  where  the  remedy  by 
parliamentary  address  is  open,  a  judge  should  only  be 
proceeded  against  under  the  statute  22  Geo.  III.,  in  a 


x  Papers  respecting  removal  of 
judges,  p.  8;  Com.  Pap.  1870,  v.  49. 

s’  See  correspondence  between 
chief  justice  and  governor  of  N.  S. 
Wales,  in  1875,  which  was  brought 
under  notice  of  Earl  Carnarvon 
(colonial  secretary)  by  the  governor, 
which  elicited  an  expression  of  re¬ 
gret  on  the  part  of  the  colonial  secre¬ 


tary,  while  the  independent  position 
of  the  chief  justice  precluded  further 
proceedings  against  him.  N.  S. 
Wales  Votes  and  Proc.  1875-76,  v. 
2,  p.  79. 

2  Quoted  in  Votes  and  Proc. 
Leg.  Assem.  Victoria,  Sec.  Sess. 
1866,  v.  1.  C.  No.  8.  See  also 
Forsyth,  Const.  Law,  pp.  70,  74. 
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case  analogous  to  that  which,  in  England,  would  warrant 
the  issue  of  a  writ  of  scire  facias  to  repeal  the  patent  of 
a  judge  for  misdemeanour  in  officed  If  so,  the  institu¬ 
tion  of  proceedings  by  a  governor  and  council  under 
the  statute,  against  a  delinquent  judge,  may  be  looked 
upon  as  a  substitute  for  the  more  formal  and  less  avail¬ 
able  method  of  applying  for  the  repeal  of  a  patent 
granted  during  ‘  good  behaviour,’  upon  an  alleged  breach 
of  the  condition  thereof. 

There  are  certain  technical  difficulties  in  the  way  of  a  recourse 
to  the  prerogative  judicial  writ  of  scire  facias  in  any  colony  of  the 
British  Crown,  that,  without  express  legislation  on  the  subject, 
would  render  it  a  hazardous,  if  not  an  illegal,  proceeding,  on  the 
part  of  the  executive  government,  to  make  use  of  this  writ  for  any 
purpose  whatsoever.b 

The  question  as  to  the  applicability  of  this  statute  to 
colonies  wdierein  the  judges  hold  office  during  ‘good 
behaviour  ’  again  arose  in  1864,  upon  a  controversy 
between  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  in  Victoria 
and  the  executive  government  of  that  colony  upon  this 
very  point.  The  case  was  ultimately  submitted  to  the 
decision  of  the  Imperial  authorities,  whose  verdict  con¬ 
firmed  the  opinion  above  expressed,  that  the  Imperial 
act  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75,  empowering  the  governor  and 
council  of  a  colony  to  remove  a  judge  for  certain 
specified  offences,  is  neither  repealed  nor  superseded  by 
the  introduction  into  the  colonial  system  of  the  principle 
of  irremovability  implied  in  the  tenure  of  ‘  good  be¬ 
haviour  ’  for  judicial  appointments. 

Another  question,  as  to  the  right  of  a  governor  and 
council  to  suspend,  in  lieu  of  removing,  a  j  udge  under 

a  See  Todd’s  Pari.  Govt,  in  Eng.  the  issue  of  such  writs  was  passed 
new  ed.  v.  2,  p.  857.  in  New  Zealand  in  1867.  Local  acts 

b  See  decision  of  the  privy  31  Yic.  No.  66,  sec.  9.  And  the  writ 
council  in  case  of  The  Queen  v.  is  issuable  by  the  courts  in  all  the 
Hughes,  Moore,  P.C.  Cases,  N.S.  v.  provinces  of  the  dominion,  by  the 
3,  pp.  447-456.  An  act  to  facilitate  Canada  act,  32  &33  Yic.  c.  11, sec.  29. 
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certain  circumstances,  was  also  disposed  of  upon  this 
occasion ;  as  will  appear  by  the  following  narrative  of 
the  case. 

On  January  4,  1864,  Sir  Redmond  Barry,  one  of  the  judges  of 
the  supreme  court  in  Victoria,  Australia,  desiring  a  short  vacation, 
notified  the  governor,  Sir  C.  H.  Darling,  of  his  intended  absence, 
but  without  formally  asking  leave.  His  excellency  referred  the 
matter  to  the  attorney-general,  to  know  whether  this  was  legally 
correct.  The  attorney-general  reported  that  judges  had  no  right  to 
act  thus  ;  that  leave  should  not  be  ‘  taken  ’  but  ‘  allowed  ’  by  the 
governor  and  council,  pursuant  to  the  colonial  act  15  Vic.  No. 
10,  sec.  5,  which  provides  ‘that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  lieutenant- 
governor,  with  the  advice  of  the  executive  council,  to  suspend  from 
his  office  until  the  pleasure  of  her  Majesty  be  known,  any  judge  of 
the  supreme  court  who  shall  be  wilfully  absent  from  the  colony 
without  a  reasonable  cause  to  be  allowed  by  the  said  lieutenant- 
governor  and  executive  council.’  This  opinion  was  afterwards 
communicated  to  J  udge  Barry  by  the  attorney-general,  together 
with  a  minute  of  council  ‘  allowing  ’  his  intended  absence. 

J  udge  Barry  then  wrote  to  the  governor  that  he  did  not  consider 
it  necessary  to  obtain  leave  of  absence  before  leaving  the  colony, 
since  the  passing  of  the  constitution  act  0  by  which  the  position  of 
the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  had  been  altered.  Under  that  act 
they  are  appointed  during  ‘  good  behaviour,’  and  ‘  are  removable 
only  upon  the  address  of  both  houses  of  the  legislature.’  He  there¬ 
fore  declined  to  be  bound  by  the  attorney-general’s  opinion,  and  (in 
a  subsequent  letter)  denied  the  right  of  the  executive  council  to 
call  in  question  his  judicial  conduct,  alleging  that  ‘that  conduct  can 
be  enquired  into  in  the  way  appointed  by  the  constitution  and  in  no 
other  manner.’  These  letters  were  referred  by  the  governor  to  the 
consideration  of  the  cabinet. 

At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings  a  sharp  correspondence  took 
place  between  Judge  Barry,  the  attorney- general,  and  the  governor, 
as  to  the  right  of  the  judges  to  communicate  with  the  governor 
direct,  notwithstanding  ‘  the  practice  since  the  coming  into  force  of 
the  constitution  act  for  all  judicial  and  other  officers  in  the  public 
service  of  Victoria  to  communicate  upon  all  questions  affecting  their 
official  rights  or  responsibilities  with  the  minister  of  the  Crown,  who 
is  charged  with  the  duty  of  advising  the  governor  in  each  particular 
case.’  Ultimately  Judge  Barry  was  informed  by  the  governor  and 
council  that  the  attorney-general  was  the  responsible  minister  for 


c  Imp.  act  18  &  19  Vic.  c.  55,  schedule  1,  sec.  38 
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the  proper  conduct  of  the  legal  business  of  government,  the  head  of 
the  department  to  which  the  supreme  court  is  attached,  and  the 
proper  medium  of  communication  between  the  executive  government 
and  the  judges  of  that  court,  and  that  all  official  communications 
from  the  judges  respecting  their  rights,  privileges,  or  duties,  in¬ 
tended  for  the  consideration  of  his  excellency  or  the  government, 
must  in  future  be  addressed  to  that  functionary.  On  September  29, 
Sir  It.  Barry,  in  the  name  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  whole  judicial 
bench,  again  wrote  to  the  governor  requesting  him  to  submit  this 
question  for  the  consideration  of  the  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies,  ‘  by  whose  determination  they  are  willing  to  abide,’  viz. — 
‘  whether  the  judges  are  entitled  to  communicate  directly,  in  person 
or  by  letter,  with  the  governor  of  Victoria,  on  matters  connected 
with  their  personal  rights  and  privileges.’  On  April  19,  1865,  the 
colonial  secretary  (Mr.  Cardwell)  replied  to  the  effect  that  the 
judges,  in  common  with  all  other  inhabitants  of  the  community, 
possessed  the  right  of  addressing  the  Queen’s  representative  on 
matters  affecting  their  personal  rights,  but  he  declined  to  give 
directions  as  to  the  mode  of  conducting  their  official  correspondence, 
upon  matters  which  concerned  their  official  rights  and  privileges, 
leaving  it  to  the  governor,  after  consulting  his  advisers,  to  determine 
the  manner  in  which  such  communications  should  pass  between  the 
executive  and  judicial  authorities  of  A  ictoria.  ‘  tut  whatever  be 
the  mode  of  correspondence  adopted,  the  arrangements  ought  to  be 
such  that  the  judges  may  feel  secure  that  any  communication  they 
might  make  would  reach  [the  governor’s]  hand,  and  would  receive 
from  the  representative  of  the  Crown  the  attention  to  which  it  vas 
entitled.’  In  transmitting  a  copy  of  this  despatch  to  the  judges,  the 
governor  intimated  that  the  rule  previously  communicated  to  them, 
as  to  the  mode  of  communicating  with  the  government  in  regard  to 
official  matters,  must  be  adhered  to,  but  that  all  such  communica¬ 
tions  would  receive  from  him  the  attention  to  which  they  were 
entitled. d 

Upon  the  merits  of  the  main  question  at  issue  between  the  judges 
and  the  executive  government  the  attorney-general  of  Victoria,  in 
a  letter  to  Governor  Darling  of  August  22,  1864,  asserted  his  con¬ 
viction  that  the  judges’  claims  were  founded  upon  a  construction  of 
the  38th  section  of  the  constitution  act,  and  of  the  act  of  settle¬ 
ment,  and  the  act  1  Geo.  III.,  which  was  ‘  clearly  erroneous,’  and 
<  has  ’not  been  sanctioned  by  a  single  English  constitutional  or  legal 
authority.’  The  true  doctrine  on  the  subject,  as  held  by  the  minister 


Case  of 

Judge 

Barry. 


d  Votes  and  Proc.  Leg.  Assem.  Victoria,  1864-65,  B.  No.  34,  C.  No.  2. 
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of  justice  and  attorney -general,  was  communicated  to  his  excellency 
by  these  functionaries  in  an  elaborate  opinion. 

This  opinion  first  enquires  whether  the  act  15  Yic.  No.  10, 
sec.  5,  authorising  the  governor  and  council  to  suspend,  until  the 
Queen’s  pleasure  be  known,  a  judge  of  the  supreme  court  of  Vic¬ 
toria  who  wilfully  absents  himself,  without  leave,  is  still  in  force, 
and  it  contends  that,  inasmuch  as  it  has  not  been  expressly  repealed, 
and  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  new  tenure  during  ‘  good  behaviour  ’ 
of  the  judicial  office  under  the  constitution  act,  it  remains  in  force  ; 
together  with  the  Imperial  acts  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75,  and  54  Geo.  III. 
c.  61,  which,  jointly,  confer  on  the  governor  and  council  the  power 
of  suspending  as  well  as  of  removing  a  judge. 

In  proof  of  these  statements  the  opinion  proceeds  to  enquire  what 
‘  misbehaviour  ’  would  constitute  a  legal  breach  of  the  conditions  of 
this  tenure  in  language  already  quoted  ;  and  having  ascertained 
this,  it  sets  forth  that  the  office  of  judge  is  also  determinable  upon 
an  address  to  the  Crown  by  both  houses  of  the  local  parliament  \ 
that  upon  the  presentation  of  such  an  address  the  estate  in  his  office 
of  the  judge  in  regard  to  whom  the  address  is  presented  may  be 
defeated  ;  that  the  Crown  is  not  bound  to  act  upon  such  an  address, 
but  if  it  think  fit  so  to  do  is  thereby  empowered  to  remove  the  judge 
without  any  further  enquiry,  or  without  any  other  ‘  cause  assigned 
than  the  request  of  the  two  houses.’ 

Assuming,  therefore,  that  a  judge  is  removable  either  for  ‘  mis¬ 
behaviour  ’  in  office,  sufficient  to  constitute  a  legal  breach  of  the 
condition  of  his  patent,  or  at  the  pleasure  of  parliament,  expressed 
by  an  address  from  both  houses,  and  for  no  other  cause  whatsoever, 
the  opinion  next  examines  whether  the  power  of  suspension,  under 
the  act  15  Vic.  No.  10,  is  really  consistent  with  the  tenure  of 
‘  g°od  behaviour.’  At  common  law  the  grantor  of  an  office  has  the 
power  to  suspend  the  grantee  from  his  duties,  though  not  to  affect 
his  salary  or  emoluments  It  was  held  by  Lord  Nottingham,  in 
felingsby  s  case,e  that  this  power  of  suspension  may  be  exercised 
when  there  is  in  the  office  an  estate,  not  merely  for  life,  but  even  of 
inheritance.  But  it  can  only  be  exercised  by  a  power  similar  to  that 
by  which  the  office  was  conferred.  And  as  judges  are  appointed  by 
the  Crown  under  letters  patent,  they  could  only  be  suspended  or 
deprived  by  a  proceeding  at  law  for  an  avoidance  of  the  patent,  or 
by  some  other  legal  action  on  the  part  of  the  Crown.1’ 

Colonial  judges,  however,  have  been  placed  by  Imperial  statutes 
in  a  different  position.  The  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75,  as  confirmed  by  the 
54  Geo.  III.  c.  61,  supersedes  the  necessity  for  a  scire  facias,  and 


e  3  Swanston  Rep.  p.  178.  f  See  Todd,  Pari.  Govt,  in  Eng.  v.  2,  p.  858. 
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gives  the  governor  and  council  a  power  of  amotion  similar  to  that 
which  corporations  possess  over  their  officers. s  Wherefore,  it  is 
argued  in  this  opinion,  since  the  greater  includes  the  less,  this  power 
of  amotion  will  bring  with  it  the  power  of  suspension. 

The  opinion  concludes  by  asserting  : — 1.  That  the  altered  tenure 
of  the  judges  under  the  constitution  act  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
act  15  Yic.  No.  10,  sec.  5,  empowering  the  governor  and  council 
to  suspend  a  judge  who  absents  himself  without  leave.  2.  That  the 
said  section  is  still  in  force.  3,  4,  and  5.  That  the  Imperial  acts 
22  Geo.  and  54  Geo.  III.,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  judges  of  the 
supreme  court,  are  also  in  force  in  Victoria,  and  empower  the 
governor  in  council  to  suspend  as  well  as  to  remove  the  judges. 

Being  agreed  to  by  the  council,  this  opinion  was  transmitted  to 
the  judges,  with  an  intimation  that  they  must  hereafter  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  act  15  Yic.  No.  10,  sec.  5.  Whereupon  Sir 
It-  Barry,  on  behalf  of  the  bench,  protested  against  this  declaration, 
and  deeming  it  unbecoming  that  the  judges  should  discuss  a  question 
of  law  with  a  body  having  executive  and  political  functions,  ex¬ 
pressed  a  desire  that  the  governor  would  endeavour  ‘  to  obtain  the 
judgment  of  the  only  tribunal  competent  to  determine  the  question — 
namely,  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council.’ h 

On  September  30,  1865,  the  chief  justice  transmitted  to  the 
attorney-general  (to  be  forwarded  by  the  governor  to  the  colonial 
secretary)  a  petition  of  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  to  the 
Queen,  praying  that  the  question — whether,  as  regards  said  judges, 
the  Imperial  act  22  Geo.  III.,  and  the  colonial  act  15  Vic.  afore¬ 
said,  are  still  in  force — might  be  referred  to  the  judicial  committee 
of  the  privy  council  for  hearing  and  consideration. 

This  petition  claimed  that  the  said  statutes  were — by  the  con¬ 
stitution  act,  which  declared  that  the  judges  should  hold  office  during 
good  behaviour,  and  be  removable  upon  a  parliamentary  address — 
‘  absolutely  repealed — if  not  in  express  terms,  as  being  laws  con- 


e  See  ante,  p.  829. 
h  Meanwhile,  the  ministry  intro¬ 
duced  into  and  passed  through  the 
assembly  of  Victoria  a  bill  to  con¬ 
solidate  the  laws  relative  to  the 
supreme  court.  This  bill  included 
the  particular  section  5  of  the  act 
15  Vic.  No.  10  which  the  judges 
contended  had  been  repealed  by 
the  constitution  act,  but  which  the 
government  declared  to  be  still  in 
force.  This  led  to  an  angry  cor¬ 
respondence  between  the  chief  jus¬ 


tice  and  the  attorney-general,  and 
finally  to  a  petition  from  the  judges 
to  the  legislative  council,  before 
whom  the  bill  was  pending,  protest¬ 
ing  against  the  measure  as  an 
attempt  to  legalise  an  arbitrary 
assumption  of  power.  On  June  22, 
1865,  the  bill  was  rejected  by  the 
legislative  council.  See  Votes,  &c., 
Leg.  Assem.  Victoria,  1864-65,  C. 
No.  2;  Votes,  &c.  Leg.  Coun.  1864- 
65,  E.  No.  4. 
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trary  to  that  statute — at  least  by  necessary  intendment,  as  being  in¬ 
consistent  therewith  and  repugnant  thereto.’  And  it  alleged  that 
the  executive,  acting  on  an  opinion  from  their  legal  advisers, 
asserted  the  contrary,  and  had  announced  their  intention  of  en¬ 
forcing  them  against  the  petitioners,  to  the  manifest  detriment  of 
their  judicial  independence,  and  the  proper  administration  of  justice 
in  the  colony. 

The  petition,  with  explanatory  documents  annexed,  was  referred 
by  the  governor  to  the  attorney-general,  to  be  reported  upon  before 
transmission  to  the  colonial  secretary. 

On  October  23,  1865,  the  report  of  the  law  advisers  of  the  Crown 
on  this  petition  was  forwarded  to  the  governor.  It  recapitulated 
the  arguments  contained  in  their  opinion  above  mentioned.  It  also 
showed  that  in  the  course  of  the  discussion  the  judges  had  altered  their 
ground,  for  whereas  they  had  ‘  at  first  contended  that  they  were  re¬ 
sponsible  to  the  governor,  moved  by  the  two  houses  of  parliament, 
and  to  no  other  body,  and  that  they  were  removable  only  upon  an 
address  of  both  houses/  they  had  afterwards  admitted  ‘  that  they 
were  removable  not  only  upon  an  address,  but  also  upon  proof  of 
misbehaviour  in  office,  before  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.’  If 
so,  it  was  contended  there  was  no  such  inconsistency  or  repugnancy 
between  the  several  acts  alleged  to  be  in  force  as  the  judges  had 
asserted.  Furthermore,  it  was  urged  that  ‘  the  judicial  independ¬ 
ence  of  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  is  not  in  any  degree  affected 
by  this  question,’  for  that  such  independence  is  as  highly  prized  by 
the  people  of  Victoria  as  it  is  in  England.  Nevertheless,  if  it  were 
proper  to  make  mention  of  political  considerations  to  influence  the 
opinions  of  the  judicial  committee  on  a  purely  legal  question,  it 
could  be  ‘  demonstrated  by  various  proceedings  of  the  judges  of  the 
supreme  court  in  this,  as  well  as  in  the  neighbouring  Australian 
colonies,’  that  it  is  expedient  1  to  retain  a  certain  degree  of  authority 
over  judges  of  all  ranks  in  matters  not  connected  with  the  exercise 
of  judicial  functions.’ 

On  October  24  the  governor  transmitted  to  the  colonial  secre¬ 
tary  the  judges’  petition,  the  attorney-general’s  report  thereon,  and 
the  documents  annexed  thereunto.  While  refraining  from  expressing 
any  opinion  upon  a  purely  legal  question,  his  excellency  intimated 
his  desire  that  it  should  be  settled  by  competent  authority. 

On  January  25,  1866,  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  (Mr. 
Cardwell),  in  a  despatch  to  Governor  Darling,  declared  that  he  con¬ 
sidered  it  ‘  by  no  means  undesirable  that  important  constitutional 
questions  should  be  habitually  referred  by  colonial  governments,  or 
legislatures,  for  the  judgment  of  the  judicial  committee  •  ’  but  that 
in  the  present  instance  the  lord  president  of  the  council,  after  con- 


judges’  relation  to  crown  and  parliament.  843 


suiting  precedents,  had  decided  that  on  grounds  both  of  previous 
practice  and  of  principle,  it  was  inexpedient  to  comply  with  the 
judges’  application.  ‘  The  question  raised  by  the  judges  is  as  yet 
entirely  of  an  abstract  and  theoretical  character,’  ‘  and  it  appears  to 
the  lord  president  to  be  highly  inconvenient  to  call  upon  a  court  of 
appeal — such  as  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council  is,4n  re¬ 
lation  to  the  colonies — to  decide  abstract  questions  of  law,  so  that 
whenever  a  case  actually  arises  for  the  application  of  the  law  it 
should  be  pre- determined.’ 

But  prior  to  the  refusal  of  the  president  of  the  council  to  enter¬ 
tain  the  judges’  petition,  the  colonial  secretary  had  referred  the 
papers  to  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  (Sir  Roundell  Palmer  and 
Sir  It.  P.  Collier),  by  whom,  on  January  10,  1866,  he  was  advised 
‘that  notwithstanding  the  passing  of  the  constitution  act  (18  &  19 
Vic.  c.  55),  the  governor  and  council  can  still  “  amove  ”  judges  under 
the  Imperial  statute  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75,  and  that  the  governor  and 
council  probably  retain  the  power  of  suspending  judges  under  the 
local  act.’  The  colonial  secretary  forwarded  an  extract  from  this 
report,  with  a  copy  of  a  report  to  the  same  effect,  in  November, 
1862,  by  the  then  law  officers  (Sir  Wm,  Atherton  and  Sir  R. 
Palmer),  on  a  similar  question  which  had  been  raised  in  the  colony 
of  Queensland. 

The  first-named  opinion,  after  confirming  that  of  their  predeces¬ 
sors  in  the  Queensland  case,  that  the  authority  conferred  upon  the 
governor  and  council  to  ‘  amove  ’  colonial  judges,  by  the  act  22 
Geo.  III.,  remains  in  force,  adds  : — ‘  We  also  think  it  is  the  better 
opinion,  that  they  can  still  suspend  judges  under  the  local  act  15 
Vic.  No.  10,  s.  5,  the  power  of  suspension,  for  the  causes  therein 
mentioned,  being  not  inconsistent  with  the  tenure  of  the  office 
during  good  behaviour,  especially  if  the  office  is  (as  we  consider 
it  to  be)  held  subject  to  the  power  of  amotion,  for  the  like  causes, 
given  by  the  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75.’ 

The  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  the  Queensland 
case  enters  more  fully  into  the  question  before  them,  which  was 
strikingly  analogous  to  the  Victoria  case,  except  that  there  was  no 
local  act  in  Queensland  to  authorise  the  suspension  of  a  judge. 
After  defining  the  circumstances  under  which  the  power  of  the 
Crown  to  remove  judges  and  others  holding  office  during  ‘  good 
behaviour  ’  might  be  exercised  under  the  Imperial  act  22  Geo.  III., 
and  pointing  out  that  on  general  principles,  ‘  except  so  far  as  it  may 
be  controlled  by  express  legislation,  there  is  no  constitutional  reason 
why  in  a  colony  where  parliamentary  or  responsible  government  is 
established  ’  that  power  might  not  continue  to  be  exercised,  together 
with  the  power  of  removal  upon  a  parliamentary  address,  the  opinion 
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proceeds  to  consider  the  right  of  suspension.  Inasmuch  as  there 
was  no  local  act  authorising  the  same,  the  Crown  law  officers  £  do  not 
think  that  the  governor  has  any  power,  with  or  without  the  advice 
of  the  executive  council,  to  suspend  a  judge.  An  order  of  suspension 
(as  distinguished  from  amotion)  would  be,  in  our  opinion,  a  mere 
nullity  ;  though,  in  order  to  determine  that  question,  an  appeal  to 
hei  Majesty  in  council,  if  presented,  would  doubtless  be  entertained. 
And  we  think  that  an  action  would  lie  against  the  governor  if  he 
were  to  attempt  to  enforce  any  such  order  of  suspension.’ 

On  March  20,  1866,  the  attorney-general  of  Victoria  forwarded 
to  the  chief  justice,  for  the  information  of  the  judges  of  the  su¬ 
preme  court,  the  aforesaid  despatch  from  the  colonial  secretary, 
with  its  enclosures,  in  reference  to  their  petition  to  the  Queen  in 
council.  In  reply  the  chief  justice  expressed  the  regret  entertained 
by  the  judges  that  her  Majesty  had  not  been  advised  to  submit  their 
case  to  the  decision  of  the  judicial  committee.1 

While  the  English  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  in  the 
preceding  case,  deny  the  right  of  a  governor  and  coun¬ 
cil  without  express  statutable  authority  to  suspend  a 
judge  holding  office  during  ‘  good  behaviour,’  a  point 
wherein  they  seem  to  differ  from  the  opinion  of  the 
colonial  office,  which  has  held  that  the  powers  of  a 
governor  and  council  to  suspend,  as  well  as  to  amove 
judges  appointed  ‘during  pleasure,’  are  ‘considered 
applicable,  in  the  absence  of  any  statutory  provision,  to 
judges  holding  during  good  behaviour,’3  there  can  be 
no  question  that  such  a  power  may  be  lawfully  exer¬ 
cised  if  conferred  upon  the  governor  and  council  by  a 
local  enactment. k 

All  judges  holding  office  ‘  during  pleasure  ’  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  removal  by  the  governor  of  the  colony,  after 
taking  the  advice  of  his  council,  under  the  authority  of 


For  the  correspondence,  peti¬ 
tions,  and  other  papers  in  this  case 
of  the  Victoria  Judges,  from  Jan.  4, 
1864,  to  March  27,  1866,  see  Votes 
and  l’roc.  Leg.  Assem.  Victoria, 
1864-65,  B.  No.  34,  C.  No.  2;  and 
Sec.  Sess.  1866,  v.  1,  C.  No.  8. 


J  Memo,  of  Privy  Coun.  Prac¬ 
tice  in  Removal  of  Colonial  Judges, 
p.  4;  Com.  Pap.  1870,  v.  49. 

k  The  provisions  of  the  Victoria 
act,  15  Vic.  No.  10,  sec.  5,  to  this 
effect  have  been  enacted  in  other 
colonies  in  Australia. 
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tlie  Imperial  act  22  Geo.  III.  And  judges  appointed, 
during  pleasure,  may  be  suspended  under  the  authority 
of  the  Queen’s  commission  and  instructions,  which 
authorise  the  governor  to  suspend  any  officer  who  is 
liable  to  dismissal  by  the  Crown.  This  suspension  be¬ 
comes  dismissal  if  confirmed  by  the  Queen,  who  would 
in  general  act  on  the  advice  of  the  secretary  of  state  ; 
but  in  the  case  of  a  judge  would  most  probably  invoke 
the  aid  of  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council. 
Secretaries  of  state  have  inclined  to  prefer  proceedings 
by  ‘  a  motion  ’  under  Burke’s  act,  with  appeal  to  the 
judicial  committee,  rather  than  suspension  under  the 
royal  instructions,  with  appeal  to  themselves.  Under 
certain  circumstances  immediate  suspension  is  clearly 
advisable.  But  a  governor  who  resorts  to  such  a  mea¬ 
sure  does  so  at  his  own  peril,  and  is  bound  to  make  out 
a  complete  case  in  justification  of  it.1  The  rules  which 
regulate  the  performance  of  this  duty  are  prescribed  by 
the  colonial  regulations,  Nos.  81  to  96. 

A  judicial  officer  when  suspended  is  commonly 
allowed  an  appeal  to  the  Queen  in  council,  though  not 
invariably  so,  as  in  some  cases  the  secretary  of  state 
has  himself  advised  the  Crown  to  confirm  or  to  disallow 
the  suspension.™ 

Upon  the  suspension,  in  1853,  of  the  Hon.  H.  Cloete  from  the 
office  of  recorder  of  the  district  court  of  Natal  by  the  governor 
and  council,  under  the  authority  of  an  ordinance  of  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope  colony,  for  misconduct  in  office,  the  judicial  committee 
of  the  privy  council  on  appeal  decided  that  the  order  of  suspension 
was  unfounded  and  frivolous,  and  directed  it  to  be  rescinded.  Mr. 
Cloete  was  soon  afterwards  promoted  to  a  higher  judicial  office.11 

Upon  the  transfer,  in  1867,  of  the  Straits  Settlements  from  the 
government  of  India  to  that  of  the  colonial  office,  under  the 


1  See  Earls  Grey  and  Granville  of  Privy  Council  in  Removal  of 
in  Hans.  Deb.  v.  201,  pp.  1042-  Judges,  p.  4  ;  Com.  Pap.  1870,  v.  49. 
1047.  n  8  Moore,  P.C.  484. 
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authority  of  the  act  29  &,  30  Vic.  c.  115,  the  judges  therein  be¬ 
came  liable  to  suspension  by  the  governor,  for  any  cause  that  he 
might  deem  sufficient,  by  virtue  of  his  commission  from  the  Crown, 
as  well  as  to  removal  from  office  pursuant  to  the  act  22  Geo.  III. 
c.  75. 

For  some  sixty  years  previously,  and  ever  since  the  establishment 
of  a  supreme  court  in  the  Settlements,  these  judges  had  been  wholly 
independent  of  the  local  authorities  ;  and  if  their  conduct  was  ever 
questioned,  it  was  submitted  to  the  secretary  of  state,  who  being  free 
from  all  local  or  personal  bias  decided  with  impartiality.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  in  1868,  the  leading  inhabitants  of  Singapore  petitioned  the 
home  government  that  their  judges  might  be  restored  to  the  position 
of  independence  which  they  held  before  the  transfer.  In  reply  the 
colonial  secretary  (the  Duke  of  Buckingham)  declined  to  comply  with 
this  petition,  pointing  out  that  the  judicial  tenure  now  introduced 
into  the  Straits  Settlements  generally  prevailed  throughout  the 
British  colonies  where  responsible  government  was  not  established.0 

It  now  remains  to  consider  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  two  houses  of  parliament  in  a  British  colony 
may  approach  the  Crown  with  an  address  for  the  removal 
of  a  judge  holding  office  under  a  parliamentary  tenure, 
and  the  proceedings  necessary  to  give  validity  and 
effect  to  any  such  address. 

The  first  occasion  wherein  the  Crown  was  addressed  by  the  two 
houses  of  parliament  of  a  British  colony  for  the  removal  of  a  jud^e 
holding  office  during  ‘  good  behaviour’  was  in  the  year  1861,  in  the 
case  of  Mr.  Justice  Boothby,  a  puisne  judge  of  the  supreme  court 
of  South  Australia.  Mr.  Boothby  had  given  offence  to  the  colonial 
legislature  by  calling  in  question  the  legality  and  constitutionality 
of  certain  of  their  proceedings,  and  especially  of  an  act  agreed  to 
by  both  houses,  and  sanctioned  by  the  governor.  M’hereupon  the 
legislative  council  passed  an  address  to  the  Queen  that  her  Majesty 
would  be  graciously  pleased  to  exercise  the  power  reserved  to  her 
by  the  constitutional  act,  and  remove  Mr.  Boothby  from  his  judicial 
office.  The  house  passed  a  separate  address  to  the  Queen  to  the 
same  effect,  adding  that  ‘  in  consequence  of  the  position  assumed  by 
Mr.  Justice  Boothby  public  confidence  in  his  administration  of  the 
laws  of  this  province  is  destroyed.’  But  no  reasons  were  given,  or 
grounds  of  complaint  specified,  by  either  house. 

In  communicating  the  aforesaid  addresses  to  the  colonial  secre- 

Corresp.  respecting  colonial  judges ;  Com.  Pap.  1870,  v.  49,  p.  435. 


judges’  relation  to  crown  and  parliament.  847 


tary,  the  governor  of  South  Australia  (Sir  R.  G.  MacDonnell)  stated 
that  he  thought  ‘  both  branches  of  the  legislature  had  pursued  a 
dignified  course  in  finally  determining  not  to  give  any  reasons  for 
the  request  which  they  urge,  as  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  they 
would  move  in  such  a  matter  lightly,  or  till  after  such  repeated  pro- 
vocation  as  would  justify  them  in  urging  on  the  sovereign  the 
request’  for  Mr.  Justice  Boothby’s  removal.  At  the  same  time,  his 
excellency  proceeded  to  enumerate,  for  the  information  of  the 
colonial  secretary,  various  particulars  in  the  conduct  of  the  judge 
which  he  deemed  an  ample  justification  of  the  course  taken  by  the 
two  chambers.  He  also  transmitted  communications  from  the 
judge,  in  his  own  defence,  in  reply  to  a  letter  addressed  to  him  by 
his  excellency’s  command,  informing  him  of  the  addresses  that  had 
been  passed  for  his  removal,  specifying  the  several  proceedings  of 
the  judge  which,  in  his  excellency’s  opinion,  had  ‘  apparently  in¬ 
fluenced  the  parliament  in  adopting  those  addresses,’  and  offering 
the  judge  ‘  six  months’  leave  of  absence  on  full  pay  ’  to  enable  him 
to  visit  England  to  vindicate  his  character  and  conduct  before  the 
Imperial  authorities,  he  having  declined  to  attend  a  select  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  legislative  council  appointed  to  examine  his  ‘  recent 
judicial  decisions  and  conduct.’  p 

On  the  receipt  of  these  addresses,  the  colonial  secretary  (the 
Duke  of  Newcastle)  took  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the 
Crown  (Sir  William  Atherton  and  Sir  Roundell  Palmer)  on  the  sub¬ 
ject.  In  conformity  with  their  advice,  he  informed  the  governor 
that  her  Majesty’s  government  considered  ‘  that  a  colonial  judge  is 
not  only  at  liberty  but  is  bound  to  entertain  the  question  whether  a 
colonial  law,  material  to  the  decision  of  the  question  before  him,  is 
or  is  not  valid  ’ ;  that  Judge  Boothby  was  right  in  the  main,  though 
not  in  every  instance,  when  he  questioned  the  validity  of  certain 
acts  of  the  South  Australian  legislature  ;  and  that,  inasmuch  as 
this  legislature,  when  it  passed  the  addresses  for  the  judge’s  removal, 
was  not,  strictly  speaking,  legally  constituted — although  the  Im¬ 
perial  parliament  had  since  remedied  the  defect — it  had  not  been 
deemed  expedient  to  advise  the  Crown  to  remove  Judge  Boothby, 
pursuant  to  the  said  addresses.  With  regard  to  other  matters 
wherein  the  judge  had  given  offence  to  the  legislative  chambers,  so 
long  as  it  was  unadvisable  to  give  effect  to  the  addresses  for  his  re¬ 
moval  from  the  bench,  her  Majesty’s  government  considered  that  it 
would  be  unbecoming  ‘  to  express  any  mere  unauthoritative  opinion 
respecting  the  official  conduct  of  a  judge.’ 

Furthermore,  added  the  secretary,  ‘  I  hold  the  practical  inde- 
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pendence  of  the  superior  courts  of  a  colony  to  be,  with  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  the  governor,  the  right  of  exercising  a  veto  upon  colonial 
enactments,  and  the  right  of  appeal  to  her  Majesty  in  council,  among 
the  links  which  bind  together  the  colonial  empire  of  Great  Britain. 
It  is  of  vital  importance  not  only  to  the  colonies,  but  to  all  those 
who  have  dealings  with  them  of  whatever  kind,  and  to  the  Imperial 
government  itself,  that  these  courts  should  exercise  their  functions 
in  entire  independence  not  only  of  the  local  executive,  but  of  the 
popular  feelings  which  are  from  time  to  time  reflected  in  the  legis¬ 
lature,  or  of  any  political  party  which  may  happen  to  be  in  the 
ascendant.  And  I  consider  that  the  principal  guarantee  of  this  in¬ 
dependence  is  to  be  found  in  the  assurance  that  a  judge,  once  ap¬ 
pointed,  will  not  be  misplaced  without  the  reasonable  concurrence  of 
an  authority  wholly  removed  from  all  local  or  temporary  influences. 
By  the  existing  law  of  South  Australia,  I  consider  such  an  authority 
to  be  entrusted  very  properly  to  her  Majesty,  acting  on  the  advice 
of  her  ministers  in  Great  Britain,  and  I  hold  that  in  dismissing  a 
judge  in  compliance  with  addresses  from  a  local  legislature,  and  in 
conformity  with  that  law,  the  Queen  is  not  performing  a  mere  min¬ 
isterial  act,  but  adopting  a  grave  responsibility,  which  her  Majesty 
cannot  be  advised  to  incur  without  satisfactory  evidence  that  the 
dismissal  is  proper.’ 

The  colonial  secretary  was  prepared  to  admit  that  a  judge  might 
be  properly  removed  on  a  parliamentary  address,  if  satisfactory  proof 
were  adduced  ‘that  owing  to  his  perversity,  or  habitual  disregard  of 
judicial  propriety,  the  administration  of  justice  might  be  practically 
obstructed  by.  his  continuance  in  office  ;  ’  and  this  might  be  shown 
by  his  inflexible  enforcement  of  opinions  which  were  inconsistent 
with  the  beneficial  performance  of  his  duties,’  and  which  might  be 
regai  ded  by  competent  authority  as  ‘  incorrect  in  point  of  law.’  In 
conclusion,  his  grace  observed,  that  ‘  while  expressing  no  opinion 
respecting  Mr.  Boothby’s  conduct,  I  have  thought  it  due  both  to 
him  and  the  colony  to  state  thus  explicitly  the  principles  by  which 
I  should  be  guided  in  dealing  with  any  charges  which  might  here¬ 
after  be  brought  against  a  colonial  judge,  on  the  authority  of  a 
colonial  legislature.’  (Signed)  Newcastle,  April  24,  1862.  In  con¬ 
clusion,  it  may  be  remarked  that  the  Crown  law  officers  made  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  circumstance  of  there  being  separate  addresses  from 
the  two  houses,  in  place  of  one  joint  address.  Nor  did  they  deem 
it  to  be  irregular  that  the  addresses  omitted  to  state  any  specific 
charges,  ‘  provided  that  the  Crown  is  by  any  means  satisfied  of  the 
reasons  on  which  the  address  is  founded.’  <J 
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Notwithstanding  his  acquittal,  in  the  first  instance,  the  con¬ 
tinuance  of  Judge  Boothby  upon  the  bench  occasioned  so  much 
public  inconvenience,  owing  to  his  persistence  in  a  line  of  conduct 
which  impaired  the  confidence  of  the  community  in  the  due  admin¬ 
istration  of  justice,  that  the  government  of  South  Australia  was  in¬ 
duced  to  convene  the  legislature  for  June  15,  1866,  for  the  express 
purpose  of  dealing  with  his  case. 

Shortly  after  the  opening  of  the  session  of  1866-67,  on  June  22, 
1866,  enquiry  was  made  of  ministers  in  the  house  of  assembly  of 
South  Australia,  whether  government  had  taken  any  other  legal 
opinions  on  the  removal  of  J udge  Boothby,  besides  those  laid  before 
parliament.  To  which  it  was  replied  that  Mr.  Parker,  ‘  an  English 
barrister  of  considerable  experience,  and  upwards  of  thirty  years’ 
standing,  had  given  it  as  his  opinion,  upon  a  case  furnished  to  him 
by  the  attorney-general,  that  J  udge  Boothby  had  been  ‘  guilty  of 
such  misbehaviour  in  his  office  as  to  justify  his  amotion.’  But  Mr. 
Parker  added,  ‘  I  think  enquiry,  and  an  opportunity  of  answering 
the  complaint,  must  precede  amotion.  If  there  be  no  enquiry,  or  an 
enquiry  without  the  opportunity  offered  of  replying  to  the  charges, 
I  think  the  amotion  will  be  hard  to  be  had  on  appeal  to  the  privy 
council.’  On  the  same  day,  the  chief  secretary  moved  that  an  ad¬ 
dress  be  presented  to  the  Queen  for  the  removal  of  the  judge  from 
his  office,  because  of  certain  reasons  (six  in  number)  therein  set 
forth,  ‘  by  which  several  means  the  laws  of  this  province  are 
rendered  uncertain  and  of  doubtful  effect,  the  rights  of  property 
jeopardised,  and  the  perpetration  of  crime  encouraged.  All  which 
serious  things  we  fear  will  continue  amongst  us  so  long  as  Mr. 
Boothby  retains  his  office  as  a  judge  of  the  supreme  court.’  This 
motion  was  agreed  to  at  the  same  sitting,  and  a  committee  appointed 
to  draft  the  address,  who  reported  it  forthwith.  The  next  sitting 
day  a  motion  was  made  for  the  adoption  of  the  address,  which  gave 
rise  to  a  debate,  which  was  adjourned  until  the  28th  of  the  same 
month,  when  the  address  was  passed. 

About  the  same  time  (on  J une  26)  a  similar  address  was  proposed 
in  the  legislative  council,  on  which  an  amendment  was  moved  for 
the  appointment  of  a  select  committee  to  enquire  into  and  report 
upon  the  charges  brought  by  the  government  against  Judge  Boothby. 
On  the  following  day  the  amendment  was  negatived,  the  main 
motion  agreed  to,  and  the  address  presented  and  ordered  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  committee  of  the  whole  house  on  the  next  sitting  day 
(July  3),  when  it  was  considered,  reported,  and  agreed  to. 

Ministers  gave  notice  to  Judge  Boothby  of  their  intended  motion 
in  the  house  of  assembly,  and  supplied  him  with  a  copy  of  the  re¬ 
ports  furnished  to  them  by  the  attorney-general  and  Crown  solicitor, 
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upon  which  the  accusations  against  him  were  based,  in  order  that  he 
might  be  informed  of  the  intended  proceedings  in  parliament  for  his 
removal  ;  but  no  evidence  was  taken  at  the  bar  of  either  house, 
neither  was  the  judge  invited  to  appear  before  either  house  in  his 
own  defence.  The  address  was  carried  in  the  house  of  assembly 
without  a  division,  and  in  the  legislative  council  by  a  large  majority. 
The  governor,  in  forwarding  the  address  to  the  colonial  secretary, 
strongly  urged  that  her  Majesty  should  be  advised  to  comply  with 
their  prayer.  [On  January  8,  1867,  Governor  Daly  informed  the 
legislative  council,  by  message,  that  the  question  of  the  removal  of 
Mr.  Justice  Boothby  from  office  would  be  brought  under  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council.]  Shortly 
afterwards  Judge  Boothby  forwarded  direct  to  the  colonial  secre¬ 
tary  his  defence  against  the  charges  preferred  against  him,  and  his 
protest  against  the  irregular  and  unparliamentary  manner  in  which 
the  proceedings  for  his  removal  had  been  hitherto  conducted.  These 
were  likewise  laid  before  the  judicial  committee,  and  copies  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  governor  of  South  Australia. 

By  a  despatch  from  the  colonial  secretary  (Lord  Carnarvon)  to 
Governor  Daly,  dated  October  23,  1866,  copies  of  correspondence 
were  transmitted  which  showed  that  her  Majesty  had  been  advised 
to  bring  the  question  involved  in  the  addresses  from  the  legislative 
council  and  house  of  assembly  of  South  Australia  under  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  lords  of  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy 
council.  Inasmuch  as  ‘  the  right  decision  of  this  matter  might  in¬ 
volve  numerous  and  disputed  questions  of  law,’  it  appeared  to  the 
colonial  secretary  to  be  ‘  indispensable  that  her  Majesty  should  be 
supported  by  the  authority  of  their  lordships  in  exercising  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  imposed  on  her  by  the  colonial  act.’  ‘  Though  cases  of 
this  kind  have  been  frequently  submitted  to  their  lordships,  the  pre¬ 
sent  is  the  first  in  which  they  will  have  been  called  to  advise  her 
Majesty  on  the  removal  of  a  judge  holding  [office]  during  good 
behaviour  in  a  colony  possessing  what  is  called  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,  and  in  virtue  of  an  enactment  framed  in  terms  of  the  Imperial 
act  of  parliament  relating  to  the  removal  of  judges  in  this 
country.’  r 

By  a  subsequent  despatch  from  the  colonial  secretary,  dated 
November  21,  1866,  Governor  Daly  was  notified  that  her  Majesty 
had  been  pleased,  by  order  in  council  of  November  10,  1866,  to  refer 
the  said  addresses  to  their  lordships,  ‘  and  that,  in  order  that  the 
matter  of  those  addresses  might  be  brought  to  a  hearing  at  the  bar 
of  the  privy  council,  it  would  be  necessary  that  the  particulars  of 
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the  charges  against  Mr.  Boothby  should  be  framed  with  precision 
and  embodied  in  a  case.’ 

The  executive  council  of  South  Australia,  however,  in  a  minute 
dated  December  27,  1866,  protested  against  a  reference  of  the 
addresses  to  the  judicial  committee,  on  the  ground  that  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  giving  effect  to  them  was  ‘  not  a  question  of  law,  but  one  of 
constitutional  right  and  public  policy.’  They  claimed  that  ‘the 
addresses  of  the  two  houses  of  parliament  of  South  Australia,  re¬ 
lating  to  the  removal  of  a  South  Australian  judge,  should  be  dealt 
with  by  her  Majesty’s  ministers  in  the  same  manner  as  similar 
addresses  by  the  Imperial  parliament  for  the  removal  of  an  English 
judge  ;  which  addresses,  they  apprehended,  ‘  would  not  be  referred 
y  the  home  secretary  to  the  judicial  committee,  or  to  any  other 
legal  tribunal.’  They  alleged,  moreover,  ‘that  there  is  no  instance 
on  record  m  which  the  addresses  from  two  houses  of  parliament,  in 
a  colony  having  responsible  government,  have  been  referred  to  the 
judicial  committee  ’  ;  and  they  pointed  out  that  the  object  of  the 
South  Australian  government  in  electing  to  proceed  against  Judge 
Boothby  by  ‘  the  higher,  and,  as  they  believed,  more  speedy,  consti¬ 
tutional  remedy  ’  of  an  address,  instead  of  availing  themselves  of 
the  statute  of  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75,  had  been  defeated  by  the  course 
which  had  been  adopted  by  the  Imperial  government. 

By  a  despatch,  dated  November  30,  1866,  the  colonial  secretary 
forwarded  to  Governor  Daly  a  letter  from  the  privy  council  office 
stating  that,  ‘  in  order  that  the  matter  of  these  addresses  may  be 
brought  to  a  hearing  at  the  bar  of  the  privy  council,  it  appears  to 
the  lord  president  that  the  same  course  of  proceeding  should  be 
adopted  which  was  followed  in  the  case  of  the  representatives  of 
the  island  of  Grenada  v.  the  Hon.  J.  Saunderson,  chief  justice.  For 
this  purpose  it  will  be  necessary  that  the  particulars  of  the  charges 
brought  against  Mr.  J ustice  Boothby  should  be  framed  with  pre¬ 
cision  and  embodied  in  a  case.  A  legal  agent  must  likewise  be 
appointed  in  London  to  conduct  the  proceedings  in  the  forms  in  use 
before  the  judicial  committee.’  Provision  must  also  be  made  to 
secure  an  opportunity  to  Mr.  Justice  Boothby  ‘to  put  in  his  answer 
and  to  take  such  steps  as  he  may  be  advised  for  his  justification.’ 

The  foregoing  despatch  was  referred  to  the  executive  council  of 
South  Australia  by  the  governor,  and  in  a  minute  of  council,  dated 
February  25,  1867,  the  conclusions  therein  contained  were  assumed 
to  indicate  ‘  a  deliberate  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  colonial  secretary, 
as  her  Majesty’s  constitutional  adviser,’  to  recommend  the  Queen  to 
exercise  the  functions  conferred  upon  her  under  the  South  Australia 
constitution  act — ‘  powers  which  were  deliberately  assumed  by  her 
Majesty’s  government,  and  which  a  former  secretary  of  state  has 
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actually  exercised.’  The  minute  reiterates  the  previous  assertions  of 
council  as  to  the  inapplicability  of  the  proposed  proceedings  of  the 
Imperial  government  to  the  circumstances  of  a  colony  possessing  a 
responsible  government ;  warns  the  government  of  the  consequences 
of  persisting  in  their  intended  course  j  and  declines  to  advise  a  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  suggestions  of  the  lord  president  of  the  privy 
council. 

Meanwhile,  the  colonial  secretary,  in  a  despatch  to  Governor 
Daly,  dated  February  26,  1867,  explained  why  it  had  been  deemed 
necessary  to  refer  this  question  to  the  judicial  committee  of  the 
privy  council.  Agreeing  with  his  predecessor,  the  Duke  of  New¬ 
castle,  ‘  that,  in  dismissing  a  judge  in  compliance  with  addresses 
from  a  local  legislature  and  in  conformity  to  law,  the  Queen  is  not 
performing  a  mere  ministerial  act,  but  adopting  a  grave  responsi¬ 
bility,’  it  follows  that  ‘  before  acceding  “  to  such  a  demand  ”  her 
Majesty’s  advisers  are  bound  to  require  satisfactory  evidence  that  it 
is  a  proper  dismissal.’  If  the  case  had  been  one  of  ‘  moral  guilt,’  or 
unequivocal  delinquency,  and  if  it  ‘  had  been  sent  home  in  a  proper 
shape,’  it  might  have  been  unnecessary  to  apply  for  any  other  legal 
advice  than  that  which  is  ordinarily  at  the  command  of  a  minister 
to  enable  him  to  form  a  clear  judgment.  But  owing  to  its  complex¬ 
ity,  and  to  the  admixture  therein  of  questions  of  conduct  and  of 
law,  it  necessarily  required  the  advice  of  the  highest  legal  tribunal. 

Adverting  to  the  presumed  analogy  between  an  address  from 
the  Imperial  parliament  for  the  removal  of  a  judge  and  the  one 
under  consideration,  the  secretary  proceeds  as  follows  : — ‘  It  is 
probable  that  the  charges  against  an  English  judge  would  have  been 
stated  with  a  precision  which  is  wanting  in  the  addresses  transmitted 
to  me  from  South  Australia — that  they  would  have  been  supported 
in  detail  by  authentic  evidence — that  the  judge  would  have  had 
every  opportunity  for  defence,  that  the  legal  questions  at  issue  would 
have  been  debated  within  the  walls  of  parliament  by  some  of  the 
greatest  lawyers  of  the  day — and  that  in  cases  of  doubt  the  advice 
of  the  most  eminent  judges  would  have  been  obtained.’  ‘  In  this 
novel  proceeding,  the  course  of  which  her  Majesty  is  now  called 
upon  to  determine,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  Crown  to  secure  to 
colonial  judges  a  protection  against  exaggeration  and  misunder¬ 
standing,  from  whatever  quarter  it  may  proceed,  as  effectual  as 
that  which  their  English  brethren  might  be  expected  to  obtain  from 
the  deliberations  of  such  an  assembly  as  the  British  parliament. 
And  I  must  add,  that  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case  illustrate 
the  necessity  of  such  an  intervention.  For  I  do  not  even  see  that 
Mr.  Boothby  has  been  called  on  to  answer  the  charges  against  him. 
.  .  .  If  Mr.  Boothby’s  conduct  justified,  and  the  interest  of  the  colony 
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required,  his  prompt  removal,  it  would  have  been  far  better  to  have 
adopted  the  responsibility  of  removing  him  under  the  authority  of 
the  Act  22  Geo.  III.  c.  75.  .  .  .1  am  inclined  to  think  that,  even  now, 
your  government  Avould  act  most  wisely  by  commencing  proceedings 
under  that  act.  But  they  will  do  well  to  bear  in  mind  that,  in  that 
case,  their  decision  will  be  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  privy  council, 
and  that  with  a  view  to  that  appeal  their  charges  must  be  adequate 
and  precise,  that  the  evidence  of  facts  must  be  sufficient,  and  that  Mr. 
Boothby  must  be  fully  heard  in  his  defence.’  (Signed)  Carnarvon.3 

These  conclusions  of  her  Majesty’s  government  were  confirmed 
by  a  despatch  from  secretary  the  Duke  of  Buckingham,  dated 
May  23,  1867.* 

In  the  governor’s  speech  at  opening  of  parliament  on  J uly  5, 
1867,  his  excellency  briefly  recapitulated  the  facts  above  mentioned, 
and  proceeded  to  state  that,  ‘  believing  it  to  be  absolutely  necessary 
for  the  well-being  of  this  community  that  Judge  Boothby’s  conduct 
should  be  enquired  into,  he  had  instituted  an  investigation  before 
himself  and  his  council,  under  the  authority  of  the  act  22  Geo.  III. 
c.  75,  which  was  still  pending,  and  at  which  Mr.  Boothby  would 
have  an  opportunity  of  tendering  evidence,  and  being  heard  in  his 
defence.’ u 

The  enquiry  commenced  on  June  24,  1867,  and  closed  on  July  29, 
the  executive  council  having  sat,  in  the  presence  of  the  governor, 
for  eight  days,  to  conduct  this  investigation.  The  judge  was  present 
at  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings,  and  also  on  the  second 
day,  but  afterwards  thought  proper  to  absent  himself.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  he  was  duly  summoned  to  appear  at  every  sitting,  and  proof  of 
each  summons  being  invariably  adduced  before  the  resumption  of 
the  enquiry,  and  empowered  to  call  such  evidence  as  he  might  think 
necessary  for  his  exculpation.  On  the  seventh  and  eighth  days, 
however,  JVEr.  Justice  Boothby  attended,  was  made  acquainted  with 
the  evidence  taken  before  the  council,  and  allowed  time  to  prepare 
his  defence.  After  having  heard  and  considered  his  reply  to  the 
charges  brought  against  him,  the  council  resolved  that  they  ‘  find 
the  aforesaid  charges  proved  and  established  ;  and  that,  in  respect 
of  the  matters  and  conduct  referred  to  in  each  of  the  said  charges, 
the  said  Benjamin  Boothby  has  misbehaved  himself  in  his  said  office 
of  second  judge  of  the  supreme  court  ;  and  by  reason  of  such  mis¬ 
behaviour,  his  excellency  and  the  council  amove  the  said  B. 
Boothby  from  his  said  office,  and  order  his  amotion  accordingly.) 
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^  heieupon  proclamations  were  issued  by  the  governor  and  council, 
revoking  the  letters  patent  by  virtue  of  which  the  judge  had  been 
appointed  to  office,  and  notifying  ‘  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall 
come  of  their  decision,  under  their  hands,  attested  by  the  public 
seal  of  the  provinces 

A  governor  and  council,  convened  under  the  Imperial  act  22 
Geo.  III.  for  enquiring  into  the  conduct  of  a  colonial  judge,  have  no 
compulsory  powers  to  summon  witnesses,  and  cannot  take  evidence 
upon  oath.  Herein  this  tribunal  resembles  the  jurisdiction 
exercised  by  the  lord  chancellor,  under  particular  statutes,  for  the 
removal  of  county  court  judges,  ‘  for  inability  and  misbehaviour.’ 


And  here  it  may  he  observed,  that  while,  as  will 
appear  from  cases  cited  in  this  chapter,  an  appeal  lies  to 
the  Queen  in  council,  upon  the  removal  of  a  judge  in 
any  colony  by  the  governor  thereof,  whether  it  be  in 
consequence  of  a  proceeding  under  the  act  22  Geo.  III., 
or  in  compliance  with  a  parliamentary  address’ 
theie  is  no  appeal  to  the  jirivy  council,  or  to  anv  other 
tribunal,  where  the  removal  is  effected  b}^  the  direct 
authority  of  the  Queen.  Nevertheless,  it  has  been 
detei  mined  that  the  Queen  is  not  a  passive  agent  in 
such  ti  ansactions,  but  is  bound  to  ascertain  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  a  removal  before  authorising  the  same.  This 
would  probably  be  done  by  referring  the  questions  con¬ 
nected  with  the  conduct  of  the  judge  to  the  judicial 
committee  of  the  privy  council,  before  whom  the  judge 

should  be  permitted  to  be  heard  by  counsel  in  his 
defence. w 

An  examination  of  the  proceedings  in  the  South 
Australian  legislature  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Justice  Boothby 
will  show  that  none  of  the  formalities  which  have  in¬ 
valuably  attended  the  conduct  of  such  investigations  by 
the  houses  of  lords  and  commons  were  observed  upon 
this  occasion.  In  both  chambers,  select  committees 
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were  appointed  to  enquire  into  certain  judicial  decisions 
of  the  judge,  and  his  honour  was  summoned  to  attend 
and  give  evidence  before  the  same.  While  he  appeared 
as  a  witness  before  the  house  of  assembly  committee, 
he  thought  proper  to  decline  to  attend  upon  that  of 
the  legislative  council.  But  after  the  reports  of  these 
committees  were  drafted,  no  opportunity  was  afforded 
to  the  judge,  by  either  house,  to  rebut  the  criminatory 
charges  therein  contained,  or  to  appear  by  himself  or 
counsel  at  the  bar  in  his  own  defence.  There  was  no 
further  enquiry  instituted  by  either  house,  and  the 
addresses  were  severally  passed  without  embodying  the 
specific  charges  of  misconduct  which  had  induced  the 
houses  to  agree  to  them.*  These  grave  departures 
from  constitutional  practice  can  only  be  accounted  for 
or  excused  by  the  want  of  adequate  information  as  to 
the  proper  course  of  procedure  in  parliament  against 
judges — a  want  which  the  present  work  attempts,  for 
the  first  time,  to  supply — and  by  the  fact  that  the  highest 
constitutional  authorities  seem  to  have  overlooked 
the  cases  that  have  actually  arisen  in  England,  of  a  like 
nature,  under  the  Imperial  statutes. 

Thus,  in  Lord  Brougham’s  ‘  Treatise  on  the  British  Constitution  ’ 
(2nd  edit.  1861),  it  is  said,  in  reference  to  the  removal  of  judges 
upon  a  joint  address  of  the  two  houses  of  parliament,  ‘  there  is  no 
instance  of  this  ever  having  been  done’  (p.  357).  And  the  law 
officers  of  the  Crown,  in  a  legal  opinion  dated  April  12,  1862,  remark 
that  1  no  instance  of  the  removal  of  an  English  judge  by  the  Crown, 
on  the  address  of  both  houses  of  parliament,  has  occurred  since  the 
passing  of  the  1  Geo.  III.  c.  23  ’  ;  quite  overlooking  the  case  of  Sir 
Jonah  Barrington,  not  to  mention  the  several  other  cases  cited  in  this 
chapter,  wherein  the  procedure  upon  an  address  was  resorted  to.  y 

It  is  to  be  regretted,  moreover,  that  tlie  English,  law 
officers  of  the  Crown  should  have  acquiesced  in  the  omis- 


*  See  the  Proceedings  of  the  3  vols. 
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sion  of  the  particular  grounds  of  complaint  against  Judge 
Bootliby,  in  the  addresses  for  his  removal,  ‘  provided 
that  the  Crown  was,  by  any  means,  satisfied  of  the 
reasons  on  which  the  addresses  were  founded.’  Such 
an  omission  was  undoubtedly  irregular  and  unparlia¬ 
mentary,  and  might  serve  as  a  precedent  hereafter  for  a 
more  serious  departure  from  substantial  justice.  In 
one  of  the  few  states  of  the  American  republic  wherein 
the  British  tenure  of  judicial  office  is  retained,  the 
governor  refused  to  comply  with  an  address  of  the  two 
branches  of  the  legislature  for  the  removal  of  a  judge, 
because  no  reasons  for  the  same  had  been  assigned  in 
the  address,  while  in  every  former  application  of  the 
kind  to  the  executive,  £  full  reasons  ’  for  removal  had 
been  given.2  If  hereafter  it  should  unhappily  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  legislative  chambers  in  any  British  colony 
to  assume  the  responsibility  of  addressing  the  Crown  to 
remove  an  unworthy  occupant  of  the  judicial  bench,  it 
may  be  hoped  that  the  proceedings  will  be  conducted 
with  the  solemnity,  impartiality,  and  respect  for  consti¬ 
tutional  rights  which  ought  always  to  attend  upon  the 
exercise  of  such  important  functions  by  a  legislative 
body. 


z  Acts  and  Resolves  of  the  State 
of  Massachusetts,  1856,  pp.  325-335. 
For  the  judicial  tenure,  under  federal 
and  state  constitutions,  see  1  Kent’s 
Corn.  12th  ed.  p.  295  n.  (a)  ;  Judge 
Miller’s  (of  U.S.  Supreme  Court) 
Address  on  this  subject  on  Nov.  19, 
1878,  quoted  in  the  Montreal  Legal 
News,  v.  1,  pp.  569-573.  And  see 
Eng.  L.  T.  June  18,  1881,  p.  109. 

In  1882,  congress  passed  an  act 
to  retire  Mr.  Justice  Hunt,  of  U.S. 
Supreme  Court,  upon  full  salary,  he 
having  for  years  been  unfit  for  ser¬ 
vice,  but  unwilling  to  resign ;  South¬ 
ern  Law  Rev.  N.S.  v.  7,  p.  912. 

See  Story,  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  secs.  1600-1632,  as 


to  the  importance  of  maintaining 
the  independence  of  the  judges 
without  encroachment.  Thoughtful 
American  writers  are  advocating  a 
general  return  to  a  judiciary  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  executive,  and  holding 
office  during  good  behaviour,  as  the 
only  means  of  rescuing  the  nation 
from  the  disgrace  entailed  by  the 
proceedings  of  a  judiciary  elected 
by  popular  vote,  and  for  a  limited 
period.  See  American  Law  Rev.  v. 
B^p.  85;  v.  7,  p.  180;  v.  8,  pp.  1, 
170.  Seaman,  American  System  of 
Government,  p.  162.  New  York  has 
changed  her  judicial  tenure  from 
eight  to  fourteen  years.  Eaton, 
Civ.  Serv.  Reform,  p.  72  n. 
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APPENDIX. 

BRITISH  NORTH  AMERICA  ACT,  1867. 

30  &  31  Yic.  c.  3.  [Imp.] 

Whereas  the  provinces  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New 
Brunswick  have  expressed  their  desire  to  be  federally  united 
into  one  dominion  under  the  Crown  of  the  United  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  with  a  constitution  similar  in  prin¬ 
ciple  to  that  of  the  United  Kingdom  : 

And  whereas  such  a  union  would  conduce  to  the  welfare 
of  the  provinces  and  promote  the  interests  of  the  British 
empire : 

And  whereas  on  the  establishment  of  the  union  by  autho¬ 
rity  of  parliament  it  is  expedient,  not  only  that  the  constitution 
of  the  legislative  authority  in  the  dominion  be  provided  for, 
but  also  that  the  nature  of  the  executive  government  therein  be 
declared  : 

And  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  provision  be  made  for  the 
eventual  admission  into  the  union  of  other  parts  of  British 
North  America : 

Be  it  therefore  enacted  and  declared  by  the  Queen’s  most 
excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
lords  spiritual  and  temporal,  and  commons,  in  this  present 
parliament  assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  as 
follows : 

I. — Preliminary. 

1.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  British  North  America 
Act,  1867. 

2.  The  provisions  of  this  act  referring  to  her  Majesty  the 
Queen  extend  also  to  the  heirs  and  successors  of  her  Majesty, 
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kings  and  queens  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland. 

II. — Union. 

3.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  by  and  with  the  advice 
of  her  Majesty’s  most  honourable  privy  council,  to  declare  by 
proclamation  that,  on  and  after  a  day  therein  appointed,  not 
being  more  than  six  months  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  the 
provinces  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick  shall 
form  and  be  one  dominion  under  the  name  of  Canada  ;  and  on 
and  after  that  day  those  three  provinces  shall  form  and  be  one 
dominion  under  that  name  accordingly. 

4.  The  subsequent  provisions  of  this  act  shall,  unless  it  is 
otherwise  expressed  or  implied,  commence  and  have  effect  on 
and  after  the  union,  that  is  to  say,  on  and  after  the  day 
appointed  for  the  union  taking  effect  in  the  Queen’s  proclama¬ 
tion  ;  and  in  the  same  provisions,  unless  it  is  otherwise  expressed 
or  implied,  the  name  Canada  shall  be  taken  to  mean  Canada  as 
constituted  under  this  act. 

5.  Canada  shall  be  divided  into  four  provinces,  named 
Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick. 

6.  The  parts  of  the  province  of  Canada  (as  it  exists  at  the 
passing  of  this  act)  which  formerly  constituted  respectively  the 
provinces  of  Upper  Canada  and  Lower  Canada  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  severed,  and  shall  form  two  separate  provinces.  The  part 
which  formerly  constituted  the  province  of  Upper  Canada  shall 
constitute  the  province  of  Ontario ;  and  the  part  which  formerly 
constituted  the  province  of  Lower  Canada  shall  constitute  the 
province  of  Quebec. 

7.  The  provinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  shall 
have  the  same  limits  as  at  the  passing  of  this  act. 

8.  In  the  general  census  of  the  population  of  Canada  which 
is  hereby  required  to  be  taken  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  seventy-one,  and  in  every  tenth  year  thereafter, 
the  respective  populations  of  the  four  provinces  shall  be  dis¬ 
tinguished. 

III.— Executive  Power. 

9.  The  executive  government  and  authority  of  and  over 
Canada  is  hereby  declared  to  continue  and  be  vested  in  the 
Queen. 
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10.  The  provisions  of  this  act  referring  to  the  governor- 
general  extend  and  apply  to  the  governor-general  for  the  time 
being  of  Canada,  or  other  the  chief  executive  officer  or  adminis¬ 
trator  for  the  time  being  carrying  on  the  government  of  Canada 
on  behalf  and  in  the  name  of  the  Queen,  by  whatever  title  he  is 
designated. 

11.  There  shall  be  a  council  to  aid  and  advise  in  the 
government  of  Canada,  to  be  styled  the  Queen’s  privy  council 
for  Canada ;  and  the  persons  who  are  to  be  members  of  that 
council  shall  be  from  time  to  time  chosen  and  summoned  by  the 
governor-general  and  sworn  in  as  privy  councillors,  and  members 
thereof  may  be  from  time  to  time  removed  by  the  governor- 
general. 

12.  All  powers,  authorities,  and  functions  which  under  any 
act  of  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain,  or  of  the  parliament  of 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  or  of  the 
legislature  of  Upper  Canada,  Lower  Canada,  Canada,  Nova 
Scotia,  or  New  Brunswick,  are  at  the  union  vested  in  or  exer- 
ciseable  by  the  respective  governors  or  lieutenant-governors  of 
those  provinces,  with  the  advice,  or  with  the  advice  and 
consent,  of  the  respective  executive  councils  thereof,  or  in 
conjunction  with  those  councils,  or  with  any  number  of 
members  thereof,  or  by  those  governors  or  lieutenant-governors 
individually,  shall,  as  far  as  the  same  continue  in  existence 
and  capable  of  being  exercised  after  the  union  in  relation  to 
the  government  of  Canada,  be  vested  in  and  exerciseable  by 
the  governor-general,  with  the  advice  or  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  or  in  conjunction  with  the  Queen’s  privy  council 
for  Canada,  or  any  members  thereof,. or  by  the  governor-general 
individually,  as  the  case  requires,  subject  nevertheless  (except 
with  respect  to  such  as  exist  under  acts  of  the  parliament  of 
Great  Britain  or  of  the  parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland)  to  be  abolished  or  altered  by  the 
parliament  of  Canada. 

13.  The  provisions  of  this  act  referring  to  the  governor- 
general  in  council  shall  be  construed  as  referring  to  the  governor- 
general  acting  by  and  with  the  advice  of  the  Queen’s  privy 
council  for  Canada. 

14.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  if  her  Majesty  thinks 
fit,  to  authorise  the  governor-general  from  time  to  time  to 
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appoint  any  person  or  any  persons  jointly  or  severally  to  be  liis 
deputy  or  deputies  within  any  part  or  parts  of  Canada,  and  in 
that  capacity  to  exercise  during  the  pleasure  of  the  governor- 
general  such  of  the  powers,  authorities,  and  functions  of  the 
governor-general  as  the  governor-general  deems  it  necessary  or 
expedient  to  assign  to  him  or  them,  subject  to  any  limitations 
or  directions  expressed  or  given  by  the  Queen ;  but  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  such  a  deputy  or  deputies  shall  not  affect  the  exercise 
by  the  governor-general  himself  of  any  power,  authority,  or 
function. 

15.  The  command-in-chief  of  the  land  and  naval  militia, 
and  of  all  naval  and  military  forces,  of  and  in  Canada,  is  hereby 
declared  to  continue  and  be  vested  in  the  Queen. 

16.  Until  the  Queen  otherwise  directs  the  seat  of  govern¬ 
ment  of  Canada  shall  be  Ottawa. 

IV. — Legislative  Power. 
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17.  There  shall  be  one  parliament  for  Canada,  consisting  of 
the  Queen,  an  upper  house  styled  the  senate,  and  the  house  of 
commons. 

18.  The  privileges,  immunities,  and  powers  to  be  held, 
enjoyed,  and  exbrcised  by  the  senate  and  by  the  house  of 
commons  and  by  the  members  thereof  respectively  shall  be 
such  as  are  from  time  to  time  defined  by  act  of  the  parliament 
of  Canada,  but  so  that  the  same  shall  never  exceed  those  at  the 
passing  of  this  act  held,  enjoyed,  and  exercised  by  the  commons 
house  of  parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland  and  by  the  ministers  thereof. 

19.  The  parliament  of  Canada  shall  be  called  together  not 
later  than  six  months  after  the  union. 

20.  There  shall  be  a  session  of  the  parliament  of  Canada 
once  at  least  in  every  year,  so  that  twelve  months  shall  not 
intervene  between  the  last  sitting  of  the  parliament  in  one 
session  and  its  first  sitting  in  the  next  session. 

The  Senate. 

21.  The  senate  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
consist  of  seventy-two  members,  who  shall  be  styled  senators. 

22.  In  relation  to  the  constitution  of  the  senate,  Canada 
shall  be  deemed  to  consist  of  three  divisions — 
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(1)  Ontario  ; 

(2)  Quebec ; 

(3)  The  maritime  provinces,  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick ; 
which  three  divisions  shall  (subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act) 
be  equally  represented  in  the  senate  as  follows :  Ontario  by 
twenty-four  senators  ;  Quebec  by  twenty-four  senators;  and  the 
maritime  provinces  by  twenty-four  senators,  twelve  thereof 
representing  Nova  Scotia,  and  twelve  thereof  representing  New 
Brunswick. 

In  the  case  of  Quebec  each  of  the  twenty-four  senators 
representing  that  province  shall  be  appointed  for  one  of  the 
twenty-four  electoral  divisions  of  Lower  Canada  specified  in 
Schedule  A.  to  Chapter  One  of  the  consolidated  statutes  of 
Canada. 

23.  The  qualification  of  a  senator  shall  be  as  follows: 

(1)  He  shall  be  of  the  full  age  of  thirty  years  : 

(2)  He  shall  be  either  a  natural-born  subject  of  the  Queen, 

or  a  subject  of  the  Queen  naturalised  by  an  act  of  the 
parliament  of  Great  Britain,  or  of  the  parliament  of  the 
United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  or  of 
the  legislature  of  one  of  the  provinces  of  Upper 
Canada,  Lower  Canada,  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  or 
New  Brunswick,  before  the  union,  or  of  the  parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  after  the  union  : 

(3)  He  shall  be  legally  or  equitably  seised  as  of  freehold  for 

his  own  use  and  benefit  of  lands  or  tenements  held 
in  free  and  common  socage,  or  seised  or  possessed 
for  his  own  use  and  benefit  of  lands  or  tenements 
held  in  Franc-alleu  or  in  roture,  within  the  province 
for  which  he  is  appointed,  of  the  value  of  lour 
thousand  dollars,  over  and  above  all  rents,  dues, 
debts,  charges,  mortgages,  and  incumbrances  due 
or  payable  out  of  or  charged  on  or  affecting  the 
same : 

(4)  His  real  and  personal  property  shall  be  together  worth 

four  thousand  dollars  over  and  above  his  debts  and 
liabilities : 

(5)  He  shall  be  resident  in  the  province  for  which  he  is 

appointed : 

(6)  In  the  case  of  Quebec  he  shall  have  his  real  property 
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qualification  in  the  electoral  division  for  which  he  is 
appointed,  or  shall  be  resident  in  that  division. 

24.  The  governor-general  shall  from  time  to  time,  in  the 
Queen’s  name,  by  instrument  under  the  great  seal  of  Canada, 
summon  qualified  persons  to  the  senate ;  and,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  every  person  so  summoned  shall  become 
and  be  a  member  of  the  senate  and  a  senator. 

25.  Such  persons  shall  be  first  summoned  to  the  senate  as 
the  Queen  by  warrant  under  her  Majesty’s  royal  sign  manual 
thinks  fit  to  approve,  and  their  names  shall  be  inserted  in  the 
Queen’s  proclamation  of  union. 

2b.  If  at  any  time  on  the  recommendation  of  the  governor- 
general  the  Queen  thinks  fit  to  direct  that  three  or  six  members 
be  added  to  the  senate,  the  governor-general  may  by  summons 
to  three  or  six  qualified  persons  (as  the  case  may  be),  repre¬ 
senting  equally  the  three  divisions  of  Canada,  add  to  the 
senate  accordingly. 

27.  In  case  of  such  addition  being  at  any  time  made  the 
governor-general  shall  not  summon  any  person  to  the  senate, 
except  on  a  further  like  direction  by  the  Queen  on  the  like 
recommendation,  until  each  of  the  three  divisions  of  Canada  is 
represented  by  twenty-four  senators  and  no  more. 

28.  The  number  of  senators  shall  not  at  any  time  exceed 
seventy-eight. 

29.  A  senator  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
hold  his  place  in  the  senate  for  life. 

30.  A  senator  may  by  writing  under  his  hand  addressed  to 
the  governor-general  resign  his  place  in  the  senate,  and  there¬ 
upon  the  same  shall  be  vacant. 

31.  The  place  of  a  senator  shall  become  vacant  in  any  of  the 
following  cases : 

(1)  If  for  two  consecutive  sessions  of  the  parliament  he  fails 
to  give  his  attendance  in  the  senate : 

(-Q  If  he  takes  an  oath  or  makes  a  declaration  or  acknow¬ 
ledgment  of  allegiance,  obedience,  or  adherence 
to  a  foreign  power,  or  does  an  act  whereby  he  be¬ 
comes  a  subject  or  citizen,  or  entitled  to  the  rights 
or  privileges  of  a  subject  or  citizen,  of  a  foreign 
power : 

(3)  If  he  is  adjudged  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  applies  for 
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the  benefit  of  any  law  relating  to  insolvent  debtors, 
or  becomes  a  public  defaulter  : 

(4)  If  he  is  attainted  of  treason  or  convicted  of  felony  or  of 

any  infamous  crime  : 

(5)  If  he  ceases  to  be  qualified  in  respect  of  property  or  of 

residence ;  provided  that  a  senator  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  ceased  to  be  qualified  in  respect  of 
residence  by  reason  only  of  his  residing  at  the  seat 
of  the  government  of  Canada  while  holding  an  office 
under  that  government  requiring  his  presence  there. 

32.  When  a  vacancy  happens  in  the  senate  by  resignation, 
death,  or  otherwise,  the  governor-general  shall  by  summons  to 
a  fit  and  qualified  person  fill  the  vacancy. 

33.  If  any  question  arises  respecting  the  qualification  of  a 
senator  or  a  vacancy  in  the  senate  the  same  shall  be  heard  and 
determined  by  the  senate. 

34.  The  governor-general  may  from  time  to  time,  by 
instrument  under  the  great  seal  of  Canada,  appoint  a  senator  to 
be  speaker  of  the  senate,  and  may  remove  him  and  appoint 
another  in  his  stead. 

35.  Until  the  parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides,  the 
presence  of  at  least  fifteen  senators,  including  the  speaker, 
shall  be  necessary  to  constitute  a  meeting  of  the  senate  for  the 
exercise  of  its  powers. 

36.  Questions  arising  in  the  senate  shall  be  decided  by  a 
majority  of  voices,  and  the  speaker  shall  in  all  cases  have  a  vote, 
and  when  the  voices  are  equal  the  decision  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  in  the  negative. 

The  House  of  Commons. 

37.  The  house  of  commons  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  consist  of  one  hundred  and  eighty-one  members,  of 
whom  eighty-two  shall  be  elected  for  Ontario,  sixty-five  for 
Quebec,  nineteen  for  Nova  Scotia,  and  fifteen  for  New 
Brunswick. 

38.  The  governor-general  shall  from  time  to  time,  in  the 
Queen’s  name,  by  instrument  under  the  great  seal  of  Canada, 
summon  and  call  together  the  house  of  commons. 

39.  A  senator  shall  not  be  capable  of  being  elected  or  of 
sitting  or  voting  as  a  member  of  the  house  of  commons. 
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40.  Until  the  parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides, 
Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick  shall,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  the  house 
of  commons,  be  divided  into  electoral  districts  as  follows : 

1.  — Ontario. 

Ontario  shall  be  divided  into  the  counties,  ridings  of  coun¬ 
ties,  cities,  parts  of  cities,  and  towns  enumerated  in  the  first 
schedule  to  this  act,  each  whereof  shall  be  an  electoral  district, 
each  such  district  as  numbered  in  that  schedule  being  entitled 
to  return  one  member, 

2.  — Quebec. 

Quebec  shall  be  divided  into  sixty-five  electoral  districts, 
composed  of  the  sixty-five  electoral  divisions  into  which  Lower 
Canada  is  at  the  passing  of  this  act  divided  under  Chapter  Two 
of  the  consolidated  statutes  of  Canada,  Chapter  Seventy-five  of 
the  consolidated  statutes  for  Lower  Canada,  and  the  act  of  the 
province  of  Canada  of  the  twenty-third  year  of  the  Queen, 
Chapter  One,  or  any  other  act  amending  the  same  in  force  at 
the  union,  so  that  each  such  electoral  division  shall  be  for  the 
purposes  of  this  act  an  electoral  district  entitled  to  return  one 
member. 

3. — Nova  Scotia. 

Each  of  the  eighteen  counties  of  Nova  Scotia  shall  be  an 
electoral  district.  The  county  of  Halifax  shall  be  entitled  to 
return  two  members,  and  each  of  the  other  counties  one 
member. 

4. — New  Brunswick. 

Each  of  the  fourteen  counties  into  which  New  Brunswick  is 
divided,  including  the  city  and  county  of  St.  John,  shall  be  an 
electoial  district.  4  he  city  of  St.  John  shall  also  be  a  separate 
electoral  district.  Each  of  those  fifteen  electoral  districts  shall 
be  entitled  to  return  one  member. 

41.  Until  the  parliament  ol  Canada  otherwise  provides,  all 
laws  in  force  in  the  several  provinces  at  the  union  relative  to 
the  following  matters  or  any  of  them— namely,  the  qualifications 
and  disqualifications  of  persons  to  be  elected  or  to  sit  or  vote  as 
members  of  the  house  ol  assembly  or  legislative  assembly  in  the 
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several  provinces,  the  voters  at  elections  of  such  members,  the 
oaths  to  be  taken  by  voters,  the  returning  officers,  their  powers 
and  duties,  the  proceedings  at  elections,  the  periods  during 
which  elections  may  be  continued,  the  trial  of  controverted 
elections,  and  proceedings  incident  thereto,  the  vacating  of 
seats  of  members,  and  the  execution  of  new  writs  in  case  of 
seats  vacated  otherwise  than  by  dissolution — shall  respectively 
apply  to  elections  of  members  to  serve  in  the  house  of  commons 
for  the  same  several  provinces. 

Provided  that,  until  the  parliament  of  Canada  otherwise 
piovides,  at  any  election  for  a  member  of  the  house  of  commons 
for  the  district  of  Algoma,  in  addition  to  persons  qualified  by 
the  law  of  the  province  of  Canada  to  vote,  every  male  British 
subject,  aged  twenty-one  years  or  upwards,  being  a  house¬ 
holder,  shall  have  a  vote. 

42.  For  the  first  election  of  members  to  serve  in  the  house 
of  commons  the  governor- general  shall  cause  writs  to  be  issued 
by  such  person,  in  such  form,  and  addressed  to  such  returning 
officers  as  he  thinks  fit. 

The  person  issuing  writs  under  this  section  shall  have  the 
like  powers  as  are  possessed  at  the  union  by  the  officers  charged 
with  the  issuing  of  writs  for  the  election  of  members  to  serve 
in  the  respective  house  of  assembly  or  legislative  assembly  of  the 
province  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  or  New  Brunswick ;  and  the 
returning  officers  to  whom  writs  are  directed  under  this  section 
shall  have  the  like  powers  as  are  possessed  at  the  union  by  the 
officers  charged  with  the  returning  of  writs  for  the  election  of 
members  to  serve  in  the  same  respective  house  of  assembly  or 
legislative  assembly. 

43.  In  case  a  vacancy  in  the  representation  in  the  house  of 
commons  of  any  electoral  district  happens  before  the  meeting  of 
the  parliament,  or  after  the  meeting  of  the  parliament  before 
provision  is  made  by  the  parliament  in  this  behalf,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  last  foregoing  section  of  this  act  shall  extend  and 
apply  to  the  issuing  and  returning  of  a  writ  in  respect  of  such 
vacant  district, 

44.  The  house  of  commons  on  its  first  assembling  after  a 
general  election  shall  proceed  with  all  practicable  speed  to  elect 
one  of  its  members  to  be  speaker. 

45.  In  case  of  a  vacancy  happening  in  the  office  of  speaker 
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by  death,  resignation,  or  otherwise,  the  house  of  commons  shall 
with  all  practicable  speed  proceed  to  elect  another  of  its  members 

to  be  speaker.  .  , 

46.  The  speaker  shall  preside  at  all  meetings  ot  the  house 

of  commons.  .  . , 

47.  Until  the  parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides,  m 

case  of  the  absence  for  any  reason  of  the  speaker  from  the  chair 
of  the  house  of  commons  for  a  period  of  forty-eight  consecutive 
hours,  the  house  may  elect  another  of  its  members  to  act  as 
speaker,  and  the  member  so  elected  shall  during  the  continuance 
of  such  absence  of  the  speaker  have  and  execute  all  the  powers, 

privileges,  and  duties  of  speaker. 

48.  The  presence  of  at  least  twenty  members  of  the  house 
of  commons  shall  be  necessary  to  constitute  a  meeting  of  the 
house  for  the  exercise  of  its  powers  ;  and  for  that  purpose  the 

speaker  shall  be  reckoned  as  a  member. 

49.  Questions  arising  in  the  house  of  commons  shall  be 
decided  by  a  majority  of  voices  other  than  that  of  the  speaker, 
and  when  the  voices  are  equal,  but  not  otherwise,  the  speaker 
shall  have  a  vote. 

50.  Every  house  of  commons  shall  continue  for  five  years 
from  the  day  of  the  return  of  the  writs  for  choosing  the  house 
(subject  to  be  sooner  dissolved  by  the  governor-general),  and 
no  longer. 

51.  On  the  completion  of  the  census  in  the  year  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  seventy-one,  and  of  each  subsequent  de¬ 
cennial  census,  the  representation  of  the  four  provinces  shall  be 
readjusted  by  such  authority,  in  such  manner,  and  from  such 
time,  as  the  parliament  of  Canada  from  time  to  time  provide, 
subject  and  according  to  the  following  rules  : 

(1)  Quebec  shall  have  the  fixed  number  of  sixty-five 

members  : 

(2)  There  shall  be  assigned  to  each  of  the  other  provinces 

such  a  number  of  members  as  will  bear  the  same 
proportion  to  the  number  of  its  population  (ascer¬ 
tained  at  such  census)  as  the  number  sixty-five  bears 
to  the  number  of  the  population  of  Quebec  (so 
ascertained)  : 

(3)  In  the  computation  of  the  number  of  members  for  a 

province  a  fractional  part  not  exceeding  one-half  of 
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the  whole  number  requisite  for  entitling  the  province 
to  a  member  shall  be  disregarded ;  but  a  fractional 
part  exceeding  one-half  of  that  number  shall  be 
equivalent  to  the  whole  number : 

(4)  On  any  such  readjustment  the  number  of  members  for 

a  province  shall  not  be  reduced  unless  the  proportion 
which  the  number  of  the  population  of  the  province 
bore  to  the  number  of  the  aggregate  population  of 
Canada  at  the  then  last  preceding  readjustment  of 
the  number  of  members  for  the  province  is  ascer¬ 
tained  at  the  then  latest  census  to  be  diminished  by 
one  twentieth  part  or  upwards  : 

(5)  Such  readjustment  shall  not  take  effect  until  the  ter¬ 

mination  of  the  then  existing  parliament. 

52.  The  number  of  members  of  the  house  of  commons  may 
be  from  time  to  time  increased  by  the  parliament  of  Canada, 
provided  the  proportionate  representation  of  the  provinces  pre¬ 
scribed  by  this  act  is  not  thereby  disturbed. 

Money  Votes;  Royal  Assent. 

53.  Bills  for  appropriating  any  part  of  the  public  revenue, 
or  for  imposing  any  tax  or  impost,  shall  originate  in  the  house 
of  commons. 

54.  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  house  of  commons  to  adopt 
or  pass  any  vote,  resolution,  address,  or  bill  for  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  any  part  of  the  public  revenue,  or  of  any  tax  or 
impost,  to  any  purpose  that  has  not  been  first  recommended 
to  that  house  by  message  of  the  governor-general  in  the 
session  in  which  such  vote,  resolution,  address,  or  bill  is  pro¬ 
posed. 

55.  Where  a  bill  passed  by  the  houses  of  parliament  is 
presented  to  the  governor-general  for  the  Queen’s  assent,  he 
shall  declare,  according  to  his  discretion,  but  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act  and  to  her  Majesty’s  instructions,  either 
that  he  assents  thereto  in  the  Queen's  name,  or  that  he  withholds 
the  Queen’s  assent,  or  that  he  reserves  the  bill  for  the  significa¬ 
tion  of  the  Queen’s  pleasure. 

56.  Where  the  governor-general  assents  to  a  bill  in  the 
Queen’s  name,  he  shall  by  the  first  convenient  opportunity  send 
an  authentic  copy  of  the  act  to  one  of  her  Majesty’s  principal 
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secretaries  of  state,  and  if  the  Queen  in  council  within  two 
years  after  receipt  thereof  by  the  secretary  of  state  thinks  fit  to 
disallow  the  act,  such  disallowance  (with  a  certificate  of  the 
secretary  of  state  of  the  day  on  which  the  act  was  received  by 
him)  being  signified  by  the  governor-general,  by  speech  or 
message  to  each  of  the  houses  of  the  parliament,  or  by  proclama¬ 
tion,  shall  annul  the  act  from  and  after  the  day  of  such  sigmfica- 

tion.  , 

57.  A  bill  reserved  for  the  signification  of  the  Queens 

pleasure  shall  not  have  any  force  unless  and  until  within  two 
years  from  the  day  on  which  it  was  presented  to  the  governor- 
general  for  the  Queen’s  assent,  the  governor-general  signifies, 
by  speech  or  message  to  each  of  the  houses  of  the  parliament,  or 
by  proclamation,  that  it  has  received  the  assent  of  the  Queen  in 
council. 

An  entry  of  every  such  speech,  message,  or  proclamation 
shall  be  made  in  the  journal  of  each  house,  and  a  duplicate 
thereof  duly  attested  shall  be  delivered  to  the  proper  officer  to 
be  kept  among  the  records  of  Canada. 

y. — Provincial  Constitutions. 

Executive  Power. 

58.  For  each  province  there  shall  be  an  officer,  styled  the 
lieutenant-governor,  appointed  by  the  governor-general  in  coun¬ 
cil  by  instrument  under  the  great  seal  of  Canada. 

59.  A  lieutenant-governor  shall  hold  office  during  the  plea¬ 
sure  of  the  governor-general ;  but  any  lieutenant-governor  ap¬ 
pointed  after  the  commencement  of  the  first  session  of  the  parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  shall  not  be  removable  within  five  years  from 
his  appointment,  except  for  cause  assigned,  which  shall  be 
communicated  to  him  in  writing  within  one  month  after  the 
o r 1 1  e r  for  his  removal  is  made,  and  shall  be  communicated  by 
message  to  the  senate  and  to  the  house  of  commons  within  one 
week  thereafter  if  the  parliament  is  then  sitting,  and  if  not 
then  within  one  week  after  the  commencement  of  the  next 
session  of  the  parliament. 

60.  The  salaries  of  the  lieutenant-governors  shall  be  fixed 
and  provided  by  the  parliament  of  Canada. 

01.  Every  lieutenant-governor  shall,  before  assuming  the 
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duties  of  his  office,  make  and  subscribe  before  the  governor- 
general,  or  some  person  authorised  by  him,  oaths  of  allegiance 
and  office  similar  to  those  taken  by  the  governor-general. 

62.  The  provisions  of  this  act  referring  to  the  lieutenant- 
governor  extend  and  apply  to  the  lieutenant-governor  for  the 
time  being  of  each  province,  or  other  the  chief  executive  officer 
or  administrator  for  the  time  being  carrying  on  the  government 
of  the  province,  by  whatever  title  he  is  designated. 

63.  The  executive  council  of  Ontario  and  of  Quebec  shall 
be  composed  of  such  persons  as  the  lieutenant-governor  from 
time  to  time  thinks  fit,  and  in  the  first  instance  of  the  following 
officers,  namely,  the  attorney-general,  the  secretary  and  regis¬ 
trar  of  the  province,  the  treasurer  of  the  province,  the  commis¬ 
sioner  of  Crown  lands,  and  the  commissioner  of  agriculture  and 
public  works,  with,  in  Quebec,  the  speaker  of  the  legislative 
council  and  the  solicitor-general. 

64.  The  constitution  of  the  executive  authority  in  each  of 
the  provinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  shall,  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  continue  as  it  exists  at  the  union 
until  altered  under  the  authority  of  this  act. 

65.  All  powers,  authorities,  and  functions  which  under  any 
act  of  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain,  or  of  the  parliament  of 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  or  of  the 
legislature  of  Upper  Canada,  Lower  Canada,  or  Canada,  were 
or  are  before  or  at  the  union  vested  in  or  exerciseable  by  the 
respective  governors  or  lieutenant-governors  of  those  provinces, 
with  the  advice,  or  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  respec¬ 
tive  executive  councils  thereof,  or  in  conjunction  with  those 
councils,  or  with  any  number  of  members  thereof,  or  by  those 
governors  or  lieutenant-governors  individually,  shall,  as  far  as 
the  same  are  capable  of  being  exercised  after  the  union  in 
relation  to  the  government  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  respectively, 
be  vested  in  and  shall  or  may  be  exercised  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  respectively,  with  the  advice 
or  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  or  in  conjunction  with  the 
respective  executive  councils,  or  any  members  thereof,  or  by 
the  lieutenant-governor  individually,  as  the  case  requires,  sub¬ 
ject  nevertheless  (except  with  respect  to  such  as  exist  under 
acts  of  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain,  or  of  the  parliament 
of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland)  to  be 
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abolished  or  altered  by  the  respective  legislatures  of  Ontario  and 
Quebec. 

60.  The  provisions  of  this  act  referring  to  the  lieutenant- 
governor  in  council  shall  be  construed  as  referring  to  the  lieu¬ 
tenant-governor  of  the  province  acting  by  and  with  the  advice 
of  the  executive  council  thereof. 

67.  The  governor-general  in  council  may  from  time  to 
time  appoint  an  administrator  to  execute  the  office  and  func¬ 
tions  of  lieutenant-governor  during  his  absence,  illness,  or  other 
inability. 

68.  Unless  and  until  the  executive  government  of  any  pro¬ 
vince  otherwise  directs  with  respect  to  that  province,  the  seats 
of  government  of  the  provinces  shall  be  as  follows,  namely 
of  Ontario,  the  city  of  Toronto  ;  of  Quebec,  the  city  of  Quebec  ; 
of  Nova  Scotia,  the  city  of  Halifax ;  and  of  New  Brunswick, 
the  city  of  Fredericton. 


Legislative  Power. 

1.  — Ontario. 

69.  There  shall  be  a  legislature  for  Ontario  consisting  of 
the  lieutenant-governor  and  of  one  house,  styled  the  legisla¬ 
tive  assembly  of  Ontario. 

70.  The  legislative  assembly  of  Ontario  shall  be  composed 
of  eighty-two  members,  to  be  elected  to  represent  the  eighty- 
two  electoral  districts  set  forth  in  the  first  schedule  to  this 
act. 

2.  — Quebec. 

71.  There  shall  be  a  legislature  for  Quebec  consisting  of 
the  lieutenant-governor  and  of  two  houses,  styled  the  legis¬ 
lative  council  of  Quebec  and  the  legislative  assembly  of  Quebec. 

72.  The  legislative  council  of  Quebec  shall  be  composed  of 
twenty-four  members,  to  be  appointed  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor  in  the  Queen’s  name,  by  instrument  under  the  great 
seal  of  Quebec,  one  being  appointed  to  represent  each  of  the 
twenty-four  electoral  divisions  of  Lower  Canada  in  this  act 
referred  to,  and  each  holding  office  for  the  term  of  his  life, 
unless  the  legislature  of  Quebec  otherwise  provides  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act. 
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73.  The  qualifications  of  the  legislative  councillors  of  Quebec 
shall  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  senators  for  Quebec. 

74.  The  place  of  a  legislative  councillor  of  Quebec  shall 
become  vacant  in  the  cases,  mutatis  mutandis,  in  which  the 
place  of  senator  becomes  vacant. 

75.  When  a  vacancy  happens  in  the  legislative  council  of 
Quebec  by  resignation,  death,  or  otherwise,  the  lieutenant- 
governor,  in  the  Queen’s  name,  by  instrument  under  the  great 
seal  of  Quebec,  shall  appoint  a  fit  and  qualified  person  to  fill  the 
vacancy. 

76.  If  any  question  arises  respecting  the  qualification  of  a 
legislative  councillor  of  Quebec,  or  a  vacancy  in  the  legisla¬ 
tive  council  of  Quebec,  the  same  shall  be  heard  and  determined 
by  the  legislative  council. 

77.  The  lieutenant-governor  may  from  time  to  time,  by 
instrument  under  the  great  seal  of  Quebec,  appoint  a  member 
of  the  legislative  council  of  Quebec  to  be  speaker  thereof,  and 
may  remove  him  and  appoint  another  in  his  stead. 

78.  Until  the  legislature  of  Quebec  otherwise  provides,  the 
presence  of  at  least  ten  members  of  the  legislative  council,  in¬ 
cluding  the  speaker,  shall  be  necessary  to  constitute  a  meeting 
for  the  exercise  of  its  powers. 

79.  Questions  arising  in  the  legislative  council  of  Quebec 
shall  be  decided  by  a  majority  of  voices,  and  the  speaker  shall  in 
all  cases  have  a  vote,  and  when  the  voices  are  equal  the  decision 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  the  negative. 

80.  The  legislative  assembly  of  Quebec  shall  be  composed 
of  sixty-five  members,  to  be  elected  to  represent  the  sixty-five 
electoral  divisions  or  districts  of  Lower  Canada  in  this  act 
referred  to,  subject  to  alteration  thereof  by  the  legislature  of 
Quebec :  provided  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  present  to  the 
lieutenant-governor  of  Quebec  for  assent  any  bill  for  altering 
the  limits  of  any  of  the  electoral  divisions  or  districts  mentioned 
in  the  second  schedule  to  this  act,  unless  the  second  and  third 
readings  of  such  bill  have  been  passed  in  the  legislative  assembly 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  majority  of  the  members  represent- 
ing  all  those  electoral  divisions  or  districts,  and  the  assent  shall 
not  be  given  to  such  bill  unless  an  address  has  been  presented 
by  the  legislative  assembly  to  the  lieutenant-governor  stating 
that  it  has  been  so  passed. 
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3. — Ontario  and  Quebec. 

81.  The  legislatures  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  respectively 
shall  be  called  together  not  later  than  six  months  after  the 
union. 

82.  The  lieutenant-governor  of  Ontario  and  of  Quebec  shall 
from  time  to  time,  in  the  Queen’s  name,  by  instrument  under 
the  great  seal  of  the  province,  summon  and  call  together  the 
legislative  assembly  of  the  province. 

83.  Until  the  legislature  of  Ontario  or  of  Quebec  otherwise 
provides,  a  person  accepting  or  holding  in  Ontario  or  in  Quebec 
any  office,  commission,  or  employment,  permanent  or  temporary, 
at  the  nomination  of  the  lieutenant-governor,  to  which  an 
annual  salary,  or  any  fee,  allowance,  emolument,  or  profit  of 
any  kind  or  amount  whatever  from  the  province  is  attached, 
shall  not  be  eligible  as  a  member  of  the  legislative  assembly  of 
the  respective  province,  nor  shall  he  sit  or  vote  as  such ;  but 
nothing  in  this  section  shall  make  ineligible  any  person  being  a 
member  of  the  executive  council  of  the  respective  province,  or 
holding  any  of  the  following  offices,  that  is  to  say — the  offices 
of  attorney- general,  secretary  and  registrar  of  the  province, 
treasurer  of  the  province,  commissioner  of  Crown  lands,  and 
commissioner  of  agriculture  and  public  works,  and  in  Quebec 
solicitor-general,  or  shall  disqualify  him  to  sit  or  vote  in  the 
house  for  which  he  is  elected,  provided  he  is  elected  while  hold¬ 
ing  such  office. 

84.  Until  the  legislatures  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  respec¬ 
tively  otherwise  provide,  all  laws  which  at  the  union  are  in 
force  in  those  provinces  respectively,  relative  to  the  following 
matters,  or  any  of  them — namely,  the  qualifications  and  dis¬ 
qualifications  of  persons  to  be  elected  or  to  sit  or  vote  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  assembly  of  Canada,  the  qualifications  or  disqualifica¬ 
tions  of  voters,  the  oaths  to  be  taken  by  voters,  the  returning 
officers,  their  powers  and  duties,  the  proceedings  at  elections, 
the  periods  during  which  such  elections  may  be  continued,  and 
the  trial  of  controverted  elections  and  the  proceedings  incident 
thereto,  the  vacating  of  the  seats  of  members  and  the  issuing 
and  execution  of  new  writs  in  case  of  seats  vacated  otherwise 
than  by  dissolution — shall  respectively  apply  to  elections  of 
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members  to  serve  in  the  respective  legislative  assemblies  of 
Ontario  and  Quebec. 

Provided  that  until  the  legislature  of  Ontario  otherwise  pro¬ 
vides,  at  any  election  for  a  member  of  the  legislative  assembly 
of  Ontario  for  the  district  of  Algoma,  in  addition  to  persons 
qualified  by  the  law  of  the  province  of  Canada  to  vote,  every 
British  subject  aged  twenty-one  years  or  upwards,  being  a 
householder,  shall  have  a  vote. 

85.  Every  legislative  assembly  of  Ontario  and  every  legisla¬ 
tive  assembly  of  Quebec  shall  continue  for  four  years  from  the 
day  of  the  return  of  the  writs  for  choosing  the  same  (subject, 
nevertheless,  to  either  the  legislative  assembly  of  Ontario  or  the 
legislative  assembly  of  Quebec  being  sooner  dissolved  by  the 
lieutenant-governor  of  the  province),  and  no  longer. 

86.  There  shall  be  a  session  of  the  legislature  of  Ontario 
and  of  that  of  Quebec  once  at  least  in  every  year,  so  that  twelve 
months  shall  not  intervene  between  the  last  sitting  of  the  legis¬ 
lature  in  each  province  in  one  session  and  its  first  sitting  in  the 
next  session. 

87.  The  following  provisions  of  this  act  respecting  the 
house  of  commons  of  Canada  shall  extend  and  apply  to  the 
legislative  assemblies  of  Ontario  and  Quebec — that  is  to  say, 
the  provisions  relating  to  the  election  of  a  speaker  originally 
and  on  vacancies,  the  duties  of  the  speaker,  the  absence  of  the 
speaker,  the  quorum,  and  the  mode  of  voting,  as  if  those  provi¬ 
sions  were  here  re-enacted  and  made  applicable  in  terms  to  each 
such  legislative  assembly. 

4. — Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick. 

88.  The  constitution  of  the  legislature  of  each  of  the  pro¬ 
vinces  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  shall,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  continue  as  it  exists  at  the  union  until 
altered  under  the  authority  of  this  act ;  and  the  house  of  assem¬ 
bly  of  New  Brunswick  existing  at  the  passing  of  this  act  shall, 
unless  sooner  dissolved,  continue,  for  the  period  for  which  it  was 
elected. 

5. — Ontario,  Quebec,  and  Nova  Scotia. 

89.  Each  of  the  lieutenant-governors  of  Ontario,  Quebec, 
and  Nova  Scotia  shall  cause  writs  to  be  issued  for  the  first 
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election  of  members  of  tbe  legislative  assembly  thereof  in  such 
form  and  by  such  person  as  he  thinks  fit,  and  at  such  time  and 
addressed  to  such  returning  officer  as  the  governor-general 
directs,  and  so  that  the  first  election  of  member  of  assembly  for 
any  electoral  district  or  any  subdivision  thereof  shall  be  held  at 
the  same  time  and  at  the  same  places  as  the  election  for  a 
member  to  serve  in  the  house  of  commons  of  Canada  for  that 
electoral  district. 

6. — The  Four  Provinces. 

90.  The  following  provisions  of  this  act  respecting  the 
parliament  of  Canada — namely,  the  provisions  relating  to  ap¬ 
propriation  and  tax  bills,  the  recommendation  of  money  votes, 
the  assent  to  bills,  the  disallowance  of  acts,  and  the  significa¬ 
tion  of  pleasure  on  bills  reserved— shall  extend  and  apply  to 
the  legislatures  of  the  several  provinces  as  if  those  provisions 
were  here  re-enacted  and  made  applicable  in  terms  to  the  re¬ 
spective  provinces  and  the  legislatures  thereof,  with  the  sub¬ 
stitution  of  the  lieutenant-governor  of  the  province  for  the 
governor-general,  of  the  governor-general  for  the  Queen  and  for 
a  secretary  of  state,  of  one  year  for  two  years,  and  of  the  province 
for  Canada. 

YI. — Distribution  of  Legislative  Powers. 

Powers  of  the  Parliament. 

91.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  senate  and  house  of  commons,  to  make  laws 
for  the  peace,  order,  and  good  government  of  Canada,  in  relation 
to  all  matters  not  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  by  this 
act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  legislatures  of  the  provinces  ; 
and  for  greater  certainty,  but  not  so  as  to  restrict  the  generality 
of  the  foregoing  terms  of  this  section,  it  is  hereby  declared  that 
(notwithstanding  anything  in  this  act)  the  exclusive  legislative 
authority  of  the  parliament  of  Canada  extends  to  all  matters 
coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects  next  hereinafter  enume¬ 
rated,  that  is  to  say  : 

(1.)  The  public  debt  and  property. 

(2.)  The  regulation  of  trade  and  commerce. 

(3.)  The  raising  of  money  by  any  mode  or  system  of  taxa¬ 
tion. 
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(4.)  The  borrowing  of  money  on  the  public  credit. 

(5.)  Postal  service. 

(6.)  The  census  and  statistics. 

(7.)  Militia,  military  and  naval  service,  and  defence. 

(8.)  The  fixing  of  and  providing  for  the  salaries  and  allow¬ 
ances  of  civil  and  other  officers  of  the  government  of  Canada. 

(9.)  Beacons,  buoys,  lighthouses,  and  Sable  Island. 

(10.)  Navigation  and  shipping. 

(11.)  Quarantine  and  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of 
marine  hospitals. 

(12.)  Sea  coast  and  inland  fisheries. 

(13.)  Ferries  between  a  province  and  any  British  or  foreign 
country  or  between  two  provinces. 

(14.)  Currency  and  coinage. 

(15.)  Banking,  incorporation  of  banks,  and  the  issue  of 
paper  money. 

(16.)  Savings  banks. 

(17.)  Weights  and  measures. 

(18.)  Bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes. 

(19.)  Interest. 

(20.)  Legal  tender. 

(21.)  Bankruptcy  and  insolvency. 

(22.)  Patents  of  invention  and  discovery. 

(23.)  Copyrights. 

(24.)  Indians  and  lands  reserved  for  the  Indians. 

(25.)  Naturalisation  and  aliens. 

(26.)  Marriage  and  divorce. 

(27.)  The  criminal  law,  except  the  constitution  of  courts  of 
criminal  jurisdiction,  but  including  the  procedure  in  criminal 
matters. 

(28.)  The  establishment,  maintenance,  and  management  of 
penitentiaries. 

(29.)  Such  classes  of  subjects  as  are  expressly  excepted  in 
the  enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects  by  this  act  assigned 
exclusively  to  the  legislatures  of  the  provinces. 

And  any  matter  coming  within  any  of  the  classes  of  subjects 
enumerated  in  this  section  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come  within 
the  class  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature  comprised  in 
the  enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects  by  this  act  assigned 
exclusively  to  the  legislatures  of  the  provinces. 


876  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Subjects 
of  exclu¬ 
sive  pro¬ 
vincial 
legisla¬ 
tion. 


Exclusive  Powers  of  Provincial  Legislatures. 

92.  In  each  province  the  legislature  may  exclusively  make 
laws  in  relation  to  matters  coming  within  the  classes  of  subjects 
next  hereinafter  enumerated — that  is  to  say : 

(1.)  The  amendment  from  time  to  time,  notwithstanding 
anything  in  this  act,  of  the  constitution  of  the  province,  except 
as  regards  the  office  of  lieutenant-governor. 

(2.)  Direct  taxation  within  the  province  in  order  to  the 
raising  of  a  revenue  for  provincial  purposes. 

(3.)  The  borrowing  of  money  on  the  sole  credit  of  the  pro¬ 
vince. 

(4.)  The  establishment  and  tenure  of  provincial  offices  and 
the  appointment  and  payment  of  provincial  officers. 

(5.)  The  management  and  sale  of  the  public  lands  belonging 
to  the  province  and  of  the  timber  and  wood  thereon. 

(6.)  The  establishment,  maintenance,  and  management  of 
public  and  reformatory  prisons  in  and  for  the  province. 

(7.)  The  establishment,  maintenance,  and  management  of 
hospitals,  asylums,  charities,  and  eleemosynary  institutions  in 
and  for  the  province,  other  than  marine  hospitals. 

(8.)  Municipal  institutions  in  the  province. 

(9.)  Shop,  saloon,  tavern,  auctioneer,  and  other  licences  in 
order  to  the  raising  of  a  revenue  for  provincial,  local,  or 
municipal  purposes. 

(10.)  Local  works  and  undertakings  other  than  such  as  are 
of  the  following  classes  : 

a.  Lines  of  steam  or  other  ships,  railways,  canals,  telegraphs, 
and  other  works  and  undertakings  connecting  the  province  with 
any  other  or  others  of  the  provinces,  or  extending  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  province. 

b.  Lines  of  steam  ships  between  the  province  and  any 
British  or  foreign  country. 

c.  Such  works  as,  although  wholly  situate  within  the  pro¬ 
vince,  are  before  or  after  their  execution  declared  by  the  parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  to  be  for  the  general  advantage  of  Canada  or  for 
the  advantage  of  two  or  more  of  the  provinces. 

(11.)  The  incorporation  of  companies  with  provincial 
objects. 

(12.)  The  solemnisation  of  marriage  in  the  province. 
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(13.)  Property  and  civil  rights  in  the  province. 

(14.)  The  administration  of  justice  in  the  province,  including 
the  constitution,  maintenance,  and  organisation  of  provincial 
courts,  both  of  civil  and  of  criminal  jurisdiction,  and  including 
procedure  in  civil  matters  in  those  courts. 

(15.)  The  imposition  of  punishment  by  fine,  penalty,  or 
imprisonment  for  enforcing  any  law  of  the  province,  made  in 
relation  to  any  matter  coming  within  any  of  the  classes  of  sub¬ 
jects  enumerated  in  this  section. 

(16.)  Generally  all  matters  of  a  merely  local  or  private 
nature  in  the  province. 

Education. 

93.  In  and  for  each  province  the  legislature  may  exclusively 
make  laws  in  relation  to  education,  subject  and  according  to  the 
following  provisions : 

(1.)  Nothing  in  any  such  law  shall  prejudicially  affect  any 
right  or  privilege  with  respect  to  denominational  schools  which 
any  class  of  persons  have  by  law  in  the  province  at  the  union. 

(2.)  All  the  powers,  privileges,  and  duties  at  the  union  by 
law  conferred  and  imposed  in  Upper  Canada  on  the  separate 
schools  and  school  trustees  of  the  Queen’s  Roman  Catholic  sub¬ 
jects  shall  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  extended  to  the  dissen¬ 
tient  schools  of  the  Queen’s  Protestant  and  Roman  Catholic 
subjects  in  Quebec. 

(3.)  Where  in  any  province  a  system  of  separate  or  dissen¬ 
tient  schools  exists  by  law  at  the  union  or  is  thereafter  established 
by  the  legislature  of  the  province,  an  appeal  shall  lie  to  the 
governor-general  in  council  from  any  act  or  decision  of  any  pro¬ 
vincial  authority  affecting  any  right  or  privilege  of  the  Protestant 
or  Roman  Catholic  minority  of  the  Queen’s  subjects  in  relation 
to  education. 

(4.)  In  case  any  such  provincial  law  as  from  time  to  time 
seems  to  the  governor-genei’al  in  council  requisite  for  the  due 
execution  of  the  provisions  of  this  section  is  not  made,  or  in  case 
any  decision  of  the  governor-general  in  council  on  any  appeal 
under  this  section  is  not  duly  executed  by  the  proper  provincial 
authority  in  that  behalf,  then  and  in  every  such  case,  and  as  far 
only  as  the  circumstances  of  each  case  require,  the  parliament  of 
Canada  may  make  remedial  laws  for  the  due  execution  of  the 
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provisions  of  this  section  and  of  any  decision  of  tlie  governor- 
general  in  council  under  this  section. 

Uniformity  of  Laws  in  Ontario ,  Nova  Scotia ,  and  New 

Brunswick. 

94.  Notwithstanding  anything  in  this  act,  the  parliament  of 
Canada  may  make  provision  for  the  uniformity  of  all  or  any  of 
the  laws  relative  to  property  and  civil  rights  in  Ontario,  Nova 
Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick,  and  of  the  procedure  of  all  or  any 
of  the  courts  in  those  three  provinces,  and  from  and  after  the 
passing  of  any  act  in  that  behalf  the  power  of  the  parliament  of 
Canada  to  make  laws  in  relation  to  any  matter  comprised  in  any 
such  act  shall,  notwithstanding  anything  in  this  act,  be  un¬ 
restricted  ;  but  any  act  of  the  parliament  of  Canada  making 
provision  for  such  uniformity  shall  not  have  effect  in  any  province 
unless  and  until  it  is  adopted  and  enacted  as  law  by  the  legisla¬ 
ture  thereof. 

Agriculture  and  Immigration. 

95.  In  each  province  the  legislature  may  make  laws  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  agriculture  in  the  province,  and  to  immigration  into  the 
province  ;  and  it  is  hereby  declared  that  the  parliament  of 
Canada  may  from  time  to  time  make  laws  in  relation  to  agri¬ 
culture  in  all  or  any  of  the  provinces,  and  to  immigration  into  all 
or  any  of  the  provinces ;  and  any  law  of  the  legislature  of  a 
province  relative  to  agriculture  or  to  immigration  shall  have 
effect  in  and  for  the  province  as  long  and  as  far  only  as  it  is  not 
repugnant  to  any  act  of  the  parliament  of  Canada. 

VII.—  J  UDICATURE. 

96.  The  governor-general  shall  appoint  the  judges  of  the 
superior,  district,  and  county  courts  in  each  province,  except 
those  of  the  courts  of  probate  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick. 

97.  Until  the  laws  relative  to  property  and  civil  rights  in 
Ontario,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick,  and  the  procedure 
of  the  courts  in  those  provinces,  are  made  uniform,  the  judges 
of  the  courts  of  those  provinces  appointed  by  the  governor- 
general  shall  be  selected  from  the  respective  bars  of  those  provinces. 

98.  The  judges  of  the  courts  of  Quebec  shall  be  selected 
from  the  bar  of  that  province. 
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99.  The  judges  of  the  superior  courts  shall  hold  office  during 
good  behaviour,  but  shall  be  removable  by  the  governor-general 
on  address  of  the  senate  and  house  of  commons. 

100.  The  salaries,  allowances,  and  pensions  of  the  judges  of 
the  superior,  district,  and  county  courts  (except  the  courts  of 
probate  in  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick),  and  of  the 
admiralty  courts  in  cases  where  the  judges  thereof  are  for  the 
time  being  paid  by  salary,  shall  be  fixed  and  provided  by  the 
parliament  of  Canada. 

101.  The  parliament  of  Canada  may,  notwithstanding  any¬ 
thing  in  this  act,  from  time  to  time  provide  for  the  constitution, 
maintenance,  and  organisation  of  a  general  court  of  appeal  for 
Canada,  and  for  the  establishment  of  any  additional  courts  for 
the  better  administration  of  the  laws  of  Canada. 

VIII. — Revenues,  Debts,  Assets,  Taxation. 

102.  All  duties  and  revenues  over  which  the  respective 
legislatures  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick  before 
and  at  the  union  had  and  have  power  of  appropriation,  ex¬ 
cept  such  portions  thereof  as  are  by  this  act  reserved  to  the 
respective  legislatures  of  the  provinces,  or  are  raised  by  them  in 
accordance  with  the  special  powers  conferred  on  them  by  this 
act,  shall  form  one  consolidated  revenue  fund,  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  public  service  of  Canada  in  the  manner  and  subject  to 
the  charges  in  this  act  provided. 

103.  The  consolidated  revenue  fund  of  Canada  shall  be 
permanently  charged  with  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
incident  to  the  collection,  management,  and  receipt  thereof, 
and  the  same  shall  form  the  first  charge  thereon,  subject  to  be 
reviewed  and  audited  in  such  manner  as  shall  be  ordered  by 
the  governor-general  in  council  until  the  parliament  otherwise 
provides. 

104.  The  annual  interest  of  the  public  debts  of  the  several 
provinces  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick  at  the 
union  shall  form  the  second  charge  on  the  consolidated  revenue 
fund  of  Canada. 

105.  Unless  altered  by  the  parliament  of  Canada,  the  salary 
of  the  governor-general  shall  be  ten  thousand  pounds  sterling 
money  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland, 
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payable  out  of  the  consolidated  revenue  fund  of  Canada,  and 
the  same  shall  form  the  third  charge  thereon. 

Appro-  106.  Subject  to  the  several  payments  by  this  act  charged 

from1  time  011  ^ie  cons°Mated  revenue  fund  of  Canada,  the  same  shall 
to  time.  be  appropriated  by  the  parliament  of  Canada  for  the  public 
service. 


Transfer 
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107.  All  stocks,  cash,  banker’s  balances,  and  securities  for 
money  belonging  to  each  province  at  the  time  of  the  union,  ex¬ 
cept  as  in  this  act  mentioned,  shall  be  the  property  of  Canada, 
and  shall  be  taken  in  reduction  of  the  amount  of  the  respective 
debts  of  the  provinces  of  the  union. 

108.  The  public  works  and  property  of  each  province,  enu¬ 
merated  in  the  third  schedule  to  this  act,  shall  be  the  property 
of  Canada. 


Property  109.  All  lands,  mines,  minerals,  and  royalties  belonging  to 
mines^&c  ^ie  severa^  provinces  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  at  the  union,  and  all  sums  then  due  or  payable  for  such 
lands,  mines,  minerals,  or  royalties,  shall  belong  to  the  several 
provinces  of  Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick 
in  which  the  same  are  situate  or  arise,  subject  to  any  trusts 
existing  in  respect  thereof,  and  to  any  interest  other  than  that 
of  the  province  in  the  same. 

Assets  HO-  All  assets  connected  with  such  portions  of  the  public 

connected  debt  of  each  province  as  are  assumed  by  that  province  shall 
vincia/0'  belong  to  that  province. 

debts.  111.  Canada  shall  be  liable  for  the  debts  and  liabilities  of 
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each  province  existing  at  the  union. 

112.  Ontario  and  Quebec  conjointly  shall  be  liable  to  Canada 
for  the  amount  (if  any)  by  which  the  debt  of  the  province  of 
Canada  exceeds  at  the  union  sixty-two  million  five  hundred 
thousand  dollars,  and  shall  be  charged  with  interest  at  the  rate 
of  five  per  centum  per  annum  thereon. 

113.  The  assets  enumerated  in  the  fourth  schedule  to  this 
act  belonging  at  the  union  to  the  province  of  Canada  shall  be 
the  property  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  conjointly. 

114.  Nova  Scotia  shall  be  liable  to  Canada  for  the  amount 
(if  any)  by  which  its  public  debt  exceeds  at  the  union  eight 
million  dollars,  and  shall  be  charged  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 
five  per  centum  per  annum  thereon. 

115.  New  Brunswick  shall  be  liable  to  Canada  for  the 
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amount,  (if  any)  by  which  its  public  debt  exceeds  at  the  union  Debt  of 
seven  million  dollars,  and  shall  be  charged  with  interest  at  the  New 
rate  of  five  per  centum  per  annum  thereon. 

116.  In  case  the  public  debts  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Payment 
Brunswick  do  not  at  the  union  amount  to  eight  million  and  of  interest 
seven  million  dollars  respectively,  they  shall  respectively  receive  ScotiTand 
by  half-yearly  payments  in  advance  from  the  government  of  New 
Canada  interest  at  five  per  centum  per  annum  on  the  difference  wick.^ 
between  the  actual  amounts  of  their  respective  debts  and  such 
stipulated  amounts. 

117.  The  seveial  provinces  shall  retain  all  their  respective  Provincial 
Public  property  not  otherwise  disposed  of  in  this  act,  subject  to  public  r 
the  right  of  Canada  to  assume  any  lands  or  public  property  re-  propeity' 
quired  for  fortifications  or  for  the  defence  of  the  country. 

118.  The  following  sums  shall  be  paid  yearly  by  Canada  to  Grants  to 
the  several  provinces  for  the  support  of  their  governments  and  Provinces- 
legislatures  : 


Ontario 
Quebec 
N ova  Scotia 
New  Brunswick  . 


Dollars 

Eighty  thousand 
.  Seventy  thousand 
Sixty  thousand 
Fifty  thousand 


Two  hundred  and  sixty  thousand 


and  an  annual  grant  in  aid  of  each  province  shall  be  made, 
equal  to  eighty  cents  per  head  of  the  population  as  ascertained 
by  the  census  of  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-one,  and 
in  the  case  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  by  each  sub¬ 
sequent  decennial  census  until  the  population  of  each  of  those 
two  provinces  amounts  to  four  hundred  thousand  souls,  at 
which  rate  such  grant  shall  thereafter  remain.  Such  grants 
shall  be  in  full  settlement  of  all  future  demands  on  Canada 
and  shall  be  paid  half-yearly  in  advance  to  each  province  •  but 
the  government  of  Canada  shall  deduct  from  such  grants  as 
against  any  province,  all  sums  chargeable  as  interest  on  the 
public  debt  of  that  province  in  excess  of  the  several  amounts 
stipulated  in  this  act. 

119.  New  Brunswick  shall  receive  by  half-yearly  payments  Further 
in  advance  from  Canada  for  the  period  of  ten  years  from  the  grant  to 
union  an  additional  allowance  of  sixty-three  thousand  dollars  jju^s 

O  L  wick. 
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per  annum;  but  as  long  as  the  public  debt  of  that  province 
remains  under  seven  million  dollars,  a  deduction  equal  to  the 
interest  at  five  per  centum  per  annum  on  such  deficiency  shall 
be  made  from  that  allowance  of  sixty-three  thousand  dollars. 

120.  All  payments  to  be  made  under  this  act,  or  in  dis¬ 
charge  of  liabilities  created  under  any  act  of  the  provinces  of 
Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick  respectively,  and 
assumed  by  Canada,  shall,  until  the  parliament  of  Canada 
otherwise  directs,  be  made  in  such  form  and  manner  as  may 
from  time  to  time  be  ordered  by  the  governor-general  in 
council. 

121.  All  articles  of  the  growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of 
any  one  of  the  provinces  shall,  from  and  after  the  union,  be 
admitted  free  into  each  of  the  other  provinces. 

122.  The  customs  and  excise  laws  of  each  province  shall, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  continue  in  force  until 
altered  by  the  parliament  of  Canada. 

123.  Where  customs  duties  are,  at  the  union,  leviable  on 
any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandises  in  any  two  provinces,  those 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandises  may,  from  and  after  the  union,, 
be  imported  from  one  of  those  provinces  into  the  other  of  them 
on  proof  of  payment  of  the  customs  duty  leviable  thereon  in  the 
province  of  exportation,  and  on  payment  of  such  further  amount 
(if  any)  of  customs  duty  as  is  leviable  thereon  in  the  province 
of  importation. 

124.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  affect  the  right  of  New 
Brunswick  to  levy  the  lumber  dues  provided  in  Chapter  Fifteen 
of  title  three  of  the  revised  statutes  of  New  Brunswick,  or  in 
any  act  amending  that  act  before  or  after  the  union,  and  not 
increasing  the  amount  of  such  dues  ;  but  the  lumber  of  any  of 
the  provinces  other  than  New  Brunswick  shall  not  be  subject  to 
such  dues. 

125.  No  lands  or  property  belonging  to  Canada  or  any 
province  shall  be  liable  to  taxation. 

126.  Such  portions  of  the  duties  and  revenues  over  which 
the  respective  legislatures  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New 
Brunswick  had  before  the  union  power  of  appropriation  as  are 
by  this  act  reserved  to  the  respective  governments  or  legisla¬ 
tures  of  the  provinces,  and  all  duties  and  revenues  raised  by 
them  in  accordance  with  the  special  powers  conferred  upon 
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them  by  this  act,  shall  in  each  province  form  one  consolidated 
revenue  fund  to  be  appropriated  for  the  public  service  of  the 
province. 

IX. — Miscellaneous  Provisions. 

General. 

127.  If  any  person  being  at  the  passing  of  this  act  a  member 
of  the  legislative  council  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  or  New 
Brunswick,  to  whom  a  place  in  the  senate  is  offered,  does  not 
within  thirty  days  thereafter,  by  writing  under  his  hand 
addressed  to  the  governor-general  of  the  province  of  Canada  or 
to  the  lieutenant-governor  of  Nova  Scotia  or  New  Brunswick 
(as  the  case  may  be),  accept  the  same,  he  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  declined  the  same ;  and  any  person  who,  being  at  the 
passing  of  this  act  a  member  of  the  legislative  council  of  Nova 
Scotia  or  New  Brunswick,  accepts  a  place  in  the  senate  shall 
thereby  vacate  his  seat  in  such  legislative  council. 

128.  Every  member  of  the  senate  or  house  of  commons  of 
Canada  shall  before  taking  his  seat  therein  take  and  subscribe 
before  the  governor-general  or  some  person  authorised  by  him, 
and  every  member  of  a  legislative  council  or  legislative  assembly 
of  any  province  shall  before  taking  his  seat  therein  take  and 
subscribe  before  the  lieutenant-governor  of  the  province  or  some 
person  authorised  by  him,  the  oath  of  allegiance  contained  in 
the  fifth  schedule  to  this  act ;  and  every  member  of  the  senate 
of  Canada  and  every  member  of  the  legislative  council  of 
Quebec  shall  also,  before  taking  his  seat  therein,  take  and 
subscribe  before  the  governor-general,  or  some  person  authorised 
by  him,  the  declaration  of  qualification  contained  in  the  same 
schedule. 

129.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  by  this  act,  all  laws  in 
force  in  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  or  New  Brunswick,  at  the  union, 
and  all  courts  of  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction,  and  all  legal 
commissions,  powers  and  authorities,  and  all  officers,  judicial, 
administrative  and  ministerial,  existing  therein  at  the  union, 
shall  continue  in  Ontario,  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  and  New 
Brunswick  respectively,  as  if  the  union  had  not  been  made  ; 
subject  nevertheless  (except  with  respect  to  such  as  are  enacted 
by  or  exist  under  acts  of  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain  or  of 
the  parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
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Ireland)  to  be  repealed,  abolished,  or  altered  by  the  parliament 
of  Canada,  or  by  the  legislature  of  the  respective  province, 
according  to  the  authority  of  the  parliament  or  of  that  legislature 
under  this  act. 

130.  Until  the  parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides,  all 
officers  of  the  several  provinces  having  duties  to  discharge  in 
relation  to  matters  other  than  those  coming  within  the  classes 
of  subjects  by  this  act  assigned  exclusively  to  the  legislatures  of 
the  provinces  shall  be  officers  of  Canada,  and  shall  continue  to 
discharge  the  duties  of  their  respective  offices  under  the  same 
liabilities,  responsibilities,  and  penalties  as  if  the  union  had  not 
been  made. 

131.  Until  the  parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides, 
the  governor-general  in  council  may  from  time  to  time  appoint 
such  officers  as  the  governor-general  in  council  deems  necessary 
or  proper  for  the  effectual  execution  of  this  act. 

132.  The  parliament  and  government  of  Canada  shall  have 
all  powers  necessary  or  proper  for  performing  the  obligations  of 
Canada  or  of  any  province  thereof,  as  part  of  the  British  empire, 
towards  foreign  countries,  arising  under  treaties  between  the 
empire  and  such  foreign  countries. 

133.  Either  the  English  or  the  French  language  may  be 
used  by  any  person  in  the  debates  of  the  houses  of  the  parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  and  of  the  houses  of  the  legislature  of  Quebec  ; 
and  both  those  languages  shall  be  used  in  the  respective 
records  and  journals  of  those  houses  :  and  either  of  those 
languages  may  be  used  by  any  person  or  in  any  pleading  or 
process  in  or  issuing  from  any  court  of  Canada  established  under 
this  act,  and  in  or  from  all  or  any  of  the  courts  of  Quebec. 

The  acts  of  the  parliament  of  Canada  and  of  the  legislature 
of  Quebec  shall  be  printed  and  published  in  both  those  lan¬ 
guages. 

Ontario  and  Quebec. 

131.  Until  the  legislature  of  Ontario  or  of  Quebec  otherwise 
provides,  the  lieutenant-governors  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  may 
each  appoint  under  the  great  seal  of  the  province  the  following 
officers  to  hold  office  during  pleasure — that  is  to  say,  the 
attorney-general,  the  secretary  and  registrar  of  the  province, 
the  treasurer  of  the  province,  the  commissioner  of  Crown  lands, 
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and  the  commissioner  of  agriculture  and  public  works,  and 
in  the  case  of  Quebec  the  solicitor-general  ;  and  may,  by  order 
of  the  lieutenant-governor  in  council,  from  time  to  time  pre¬ 
scribe  the  duties  of  those  officers  and  of  the  several  depart¬ 
ments  over  which  they  shall  preside  or  to  which  they  shall 
belong,  and  of  the  officers  and  clerks  thereof ;  and  may  also 
appoint  other  and  additional  officers  to  hold  office  during 
pleasure,  and  may  from  time  to  time  prescribe  the  duties  of  those 
officers,  and  of  the  several  departments  over  which  they  shall 
preside  or  to  which  they  shall  belong,  and  of  the  officers  and 
clerks  thereof. 

135.  Until  the  legislature  of  Ontario  or  Quebec  otherwise 
provides,  all  rights,  powers,  duties,  functions,  responsibilities,  or 
authorities  at  the  passing  of  this  act  vested  in  or  imposed  on  the 
attorney-general,  solicitor-general,  secretary  and  registrar  of  the 
province  of  Canada,  minister  of  finance,  commissioner  of  Crown 
lands,  commissioner  of  public  works,  and  minister  of  agriculture 
and  receiver-general,  by  any  law,  statute  or  ordinance  of  Upper 
Canada,  Lower  Canada,  or  Canada,  and  not  repugnant  to  this 
act,  shall  be  vested  in  or  imposed  on  any  officer  to  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  lieutenant-governor  for  the  discharge  of  the  same 
or  any  of  them  ;  and  the  commissioner  of  agriculture  and  public 
works  shall  perform  the  duties  and  functions  of  the  office  of 
minister  of  agriculture  at  the  passing  of  this  act  imposed  by  the 
law  of  the  province  of  Canada,  as  well  as  those  of  the  com¬ 
missioner  of  public  works. 

136.  Until  altered  by  the  lieutenant-governor  in  council,  the 
great  seals  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  respectively  shall  be  the  same, 
or  of  the  same  design,  as  those  used  in  the  provinces  ot  Upper 
Canada  and  Lower  Canada  respectively  before  their  union  as  the 
province  of  Canada. 

137.  The  words  ‘  and  from  thence  to  the  end  of  the  then 
next  ensuing  session  of  the  legislature,’  or  words  to  the  same 
effect,  used  in  any  temporary  act  of  the  province  of  Canada  not 
expired  before  the  union,  shall  be  construed  to  extend  and  apply 
to  the  next  session  of  the  parliament  of  Canada,  if  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  act  is  within  the  powers  of  the  same,  as  defined  by 
this  act,  or  to  the  next  sessions  of  the  legislatures  of  Ontario  and 
Quebec  respectively,  if  the  subject-matter  of  the  act  is  within  the 
powers  of  the  same  as  defined  by  this  act. 
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138.  Prom  and  after  the  union  the  use  of  the  words  ‘  Upper 
Canada’  instead  of  ‘Ontario/  or  ‘Lower  Canada’  instead  of 
‘  Quebec/  in  any  deed,  writ,  process,  pleading,  document,  matter, 
or  thing,  shall  not  invalidate  the  same. 

139.  Any  proclamation  under  the  great  seal  of  the  province 
of  Canada  issued  before  the  union  to  take  effect  at  a  time  which 
is  subsequent  to  the  union,  whether  relating  to  that  province,  or 
to  Upper  Canada,  or  to  Lower  Canada,  and  the  several  matters 
and  things  therein  proclaimed,  shall  be  and  continue  of  like 
force  and  effect  as  if  the  union  had  not  been  made. 

140.  Any  proclamation  which  is  authorised  by  any  act  of  the 
legislature  of  the  province  of  Canada  to  be  issued  under  the 
great  seal  of  the  province  of  Canada,  whether  relating  to  that 
province,  or  to  Upper  Canada  or  to  Lower  Canada,  and  which  is 
not  issued  before  the  union,  may  be  issued  by  the  lieutenant- 
governor  of  Ontario  or  of  Quebec,  as  its  subject  matter  requires, 
under  the  great  seal  thereof ;  and  from  and  after  the  issue  of 
such  proclamation  the  same  and  the  several  matters  and  things 
therein  proclaimed  shall  be  and  continue  of  the  like  force  and 
effect  in  Ontario  or  Quebec  as  if  the  union  had  not  been  made. 

141.  The  penitentiary  of  the  province  of  Canada  shall,  until 
the  parliament  of  Canada  otherwise  provides,  be  and  continue 
the  penitentiary  of  Ontario  and  of  Quebec. 

142.  The  division  and  adjustment  of  the  debts,  credits, 
liabilities,  properties,  and  assets  of  Upper  Canada  and  Lower 
Canada  shall  be  referred  to  the  arbitrament  of  three  arbitrators, 
one  chosen  by  the  government  of  Ontario,  one  by  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Qupbec,  and  one  by  the  government  of  Canada  ;  and  the 
selection  of  the  arbitrators  shall  not  be  made  until  the  parlia¬ 
ment  of  Canada  and  the  legislatures  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  have 
met ;  and  the  arbitrator  chosen  by  the  government  of  Canada 
shall  not  be  a  resident  either  in  Ontario  or  in  Quebec. 

143.  The  governor-general  in  council  may  from  time  to  time 
order  that  such  and  so  many  of  the  records,  books,  and  docu¬ 
ments  of  the  province  of  Canada  as  he  thinks  fit  shall  be  appro¬ 
priated  and  delivered  either  to  Ontario  or  to  Quebec,  and  the 
same  shall  thenceforth  be  the  property  of  that  province  ;  and  any 
copy  thereof  or  extract  therefrom,  duly  certified  by  the  officer 
having  charge  of  the  original  thereof,  shall  be  admitted  as 
evidence. 
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144.  The  lieutenant-governor  of  Quebec  may  from  time  to 
time,  by  proclamation  under  the  great  seal  of  the  province,  to 
take  effect  from  a  day  to  be  appointed  therein,  constitute  town¬ 
ships  in  those  parts  of  the  province  of  Quebec  in  which  town¬ 
ships  are  not  then  already  constituted,  and  fix  the  metes  and 
bounds  thereof. 


X. — Intercolonial  Railway. 

145.  Inasmuch  as  the  provinces  of  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  and 
New  Brunswick  have  joined  in  a  declaration  that  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Intercolonial  railway  is  essential  to  the  consolida¬ 
tion  of  the  union  of  British  North  America,  and  to  the  assent 
thereto  of  Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick,  have  conse¬ 
quently  agreed  that  provision  should  be  made  for  its  immediate 
construction  by  the  government  of  Canada  :  therefore,  in  order 
to  give  effect  to  that  agreement,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
government  and  parliament  of  Canada  to  provide  for  the  com¬ 
mencement  within  six  months  after  the  union  of  a  railway  con¬ 
necting  the  river  St.  Lawrence  with  the  city  of  Halifax  in  Nova 
Scotia,  and  for  the  construction  thereof  without  intermission, 
and  the  completion  thereof  with  all  practical  speed. 


XI. — Admission  of  other  Colonies. 

146.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  by  and  with  the  advice 
•of  her  Majesty’s  most  honourable  privy  council,  on  addresses 
from  the  houses  of  the  parliament  of  Canada,  and  from  the 
houses  of  the  respective  legislatures  of  the  colonies  or  provinces 
of  Newfoundland,  Prince  Edward  Island,  and  British  Columbia, 
to  admit  those  colonies  or  provinces,  or  any  of  them,  into  the 
union,  and  on  address  from  the  houses  of  the  parliament  of  Canada 
to  admit  Rupert’s  Land  and  the  North-western  Territory,  or 
either  of  them,  into  the  union,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  in 
each  case  as  are  in  the  addresses  expressed  and  as  the  Queen 
thinks  fit  to  approve,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act ;  and 
the  provisions  of  any  order  in  council  in  that  behalf  shall  have 
effect  as  if  they  had  been  enacted  by  the  parliament  of  the 
United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 

147.  In  case  of  the  admission  of  Newfoundland  and  Prince 
Edward  Island,  or  either  of  them,  each  shall  be  entitled  to  a 
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representation  in  the  senate  of  Canada  of  four  members,  and 
(notwithstanding  anything  in  this  act)  in  case  of  the  admission 
ot  Newfoundland  the  normal  number  of  senators  shall  be  seventy- 
six  and  their  maximum  number  shall  be  eighty-two  ;  but  Prince 
Edward  Island  when  admitted  shall  be  deemed  to  be  comprised 
in  the  third  of  the  three  divisions  into  which  Canada  is,  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  constitution  of  the  senate,  divided  by  this  act,  and 
accordingly,  after  the  admission  of  Prince  Edward  Island, 
whether  Newfoundland  is  admitted  or  not,  the  representation  of 
Nova  Scotia  and  New  Brunswick  in  the  senate  shall,  as  vacancies 
occur,  be  reduced  from  twelve  to  ten  members  respectively,  and 
the  representation  of  each  of  those  provinces  shall  not  be  increased 
at  any  time  beyond  ten,  except  under  the  provisions  of  this  act 
for  the  appointment  of  three  or  six  additional  senators  under  the 
direction  of  the  Queen. 


SCHEDULES. 

[d  ote.  The  first  and  second  schedules,  defining  the  electoral  districts 
of  the  provinces  of  Ontario  and  Quebec,  are  omitted,  as  they  are 
subject  to  change,  and  have  been  altered,  under  section  51  of 
this  act.  For ,  the  last  readjustment  of  representation,  vide 
Statutes  of  Canada,  55  &  56  Yic.  (1892),  c.  11.— Ed.] 

THE  THIRD  SCHEDULE. 

-Zb  ovincial  Public  II  orJcs  and  Property  to  be  the  Property  of 

Canada. 

1 .  Canals,  with  lands  and  water  power  connected  therewith. 

2.  Public  harbours. 

3.  Lighthouses  and  piers,  and  Sable  Island. 

4.  Steamboats,  dredges,  and  public  vessels. 

5.  Rivers  and  lake  improvements. 

G.  Railways  and  railway  stocks,  mortgages,  and  other  debts 
due  by  railway  companies. 

7.  Military  roads. 

8.  Custom  houses,  post  offices,  and  all  other  public  buildings, 
except  such  as  the  government  of  Canada  appropriate  for  the 
use  of  the  provincial  legislatures  and  governments. 

9.  1  ioperty  transferred  by  the  Imperial  government,  and 
known  as  ordnance  property. 
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10.  Armouries,  drill-sliecls,  military  clothing,  and  munitions 
of  war,  and  lands  set  apart  for  general  public  purposes. 


THE  FOURTH  SCHEDULE. 


Assets  to  be  the  Property  of  Ontario  and  Quebec  conjointly. 


Upper  Canada  building  fund. 
Lunatic  asylums. 

Normal  school. 

Court  houses 
in 

Aylmer, 

Montreal, 

Kamouraska, 

Law  Society,  Upper  Canada. 


Lower  Canada. 


Montreal  Turnpike  Trust. 

University  Permanent  Fund. 

Royal  Institution. 

Consolidated  Municipal  Loan  Fund,  Upper  Canada. 
Consolidated  Municipal  Loan  Fund,  Lower  Canada. 
Agricultural  Society,  Upper  Canada. 

Lower  Canada  Legislative  Grant. 

Quebec  Fire  Loan. 

Tamiscouata  Advance  Account. 

Quebec  Turnpike  Trust. 


E  ducation — E  ast . 

Building  and  Jury  Fund,  Lower  Canada. 
Municipalities  Fund. 

Lower  Canada  Superior  Education  Income  Fund. 


THE  FIFTH  SCHEDULE. 

Oath  of  Allegiance. 

I  A.  A.,  do  swear  that  I  will  be  faithful  and  bear  true 
allegiance  to  her  Majesty  Queen  I  ictoria. 

p[0te. _ The  name  of  the  King  or  Queen  of  the  United  Kingdom  of 

Great  Britain  and  Ireland  for  the  time  being  is  to  be  substituted  from 
time  to  time  with  proper  terms  of  reference  thereto. 
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Declaration  of  Qualification. 

I,  A.  B.,  do  declare  and  testify  that  I  am  by  law  duly  quali¬ 
fied  to  be  appointed  a  member  of  the  senate  of  Canada  [or  as  the 
ease  may  be] ,  and  that  I  am  legally  or  equitably  seised  as  of 
freehold  for  my  own  use  and  benefit  of  lands  or  tenements  held 
in  free  and  common  socage  [or  seised  or  possessed  for  my  own 
use  and  benefit  of  lands  or  tenements  held  in  Franc-all  eu  or  in 
roture  (as  the  case  may  be')]  in  the  province  of  Nova  Scotia  [or 
as  the  case  may  be]  of  the  value  of  four  thousand  dollars  over 
and  above  all  rents,  dues,  debts,  mortgages,  charges,  and  incum¬ 
brances  due  or  payable  out  of  or  charged  on  or  affecting  the 
same,  and  that  I  have  not  collusively  or  colourably  obtained  a 
title  to  or  become  possessed  of  the  said  lands  and  tenements  or 
m)  pait  thereof  lor  the  purpose  of  enabling  me  to  become  a 
member  of  the  senate  of  Canada  [or  as  the  case  may  be],  and 
that  my  real  and  personal  property  are  together  worth  four 
thousand  dollars  over  and  above  my  debts  and  liabilities. 


BRITISH^  NORTH  AMERICA  ACT,  1871. 

An  Act  respecting  the  Establishment  of  Provinces  in  the 
Dominion  of  Canada.  34  Vic.  c.  28. 

Whereas  doubts  have  been  entertained  respecting  the  powers 
of  the  parliament  of  Canada  to  establish  provinces  in  territories 
admitted,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  admitted,  into  the  dominion 
of  Canada,  and  to  provide  for  the  representation  of  such 
provinces  in  the  said  parliament,  and  it  is  expedient  to  remove 
such  doubts,  and  to  vest  such  powers  in  the  said  parliament. 

.  Be  ifc  enacted  by  the  Queen’s  most  excellent  Majesty,  by 'and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  lords  spiritual  and  temporal, 
and  commons,  in  this  present  parliament  assembled,  and  by 
the  authority  of  the  same  as  follows  : 

1.  This  act  may  be  cited  for  all  purposes  as  ‘The  British 
North  America  Act,  1871.’ 

2.  Ihe  parliament  of  Canada  may  from  time  to  time 
establish  new  provinces  in  any  territories  forming  for  the  time 
being  part  of  the  dominion  of  Canada,  but  not  included  in  any 
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province  thereof,  and  may,  at  the  time  of  such  establishment, 
make  provision  for  the  constitution  and  administration  of  any 
such  province,  and  for  the  passing  ot  laws  lor  the  peace,  01  dei , 
and  good  government  of  such  province,  and  for  its  representation 
in  the  said  parliament. 

3.  The  parliament  of  Canada  may  from  time  to  time,  with 
the  consent  of  the  legislature  of  any  province  of  the  said 
dominion,  increase,  diminish,  or  otherwise  alter  the  limits  of 
such  province,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be 
agreed  to  by  the  said  legislature,  and  may,  with  the  like  con¬ 
sent,  make  provision  respecting  the  effect  and  operation  ot 
any  such  increase  or  diminution  or  alteration  of  territory  in 
relation  to  any  province  affected  thereby. 

4.  The  parliament  of  Canada  may  from  time  to  time  make 
provision  for  the  administration,  peace,  order,  and  good  govern¬ 
ment  of  any  territory  not  for  the  time  being  included  in  any 
province. 

5.  The  following  acts  passed  by  the  said  parliament  of 
'Canada,  and  intituled  respectively — 

‘  An  act  for  the  temporary  government  of  Rupert’s  Land 
and  the  North-western  Territory  when  united  with 
Canada  ’ ;  and 

<  An  act  to  amend  and  continue  the  act  thirty-two  and 
thirty-three  Victoria,  chapter  three,  and  to  establish 
and  provide  for  the  government  of  the  province  of 
Manitoba,’ 

shall  be  and  be  deemed  to  have  been  valid  and  effectual  for  all 
purposes  whatsoever  from  the  date  at  which  they  respectively 
received  the  assent,  in  the  Queen’s  name,  of  the  governor-general 


provinces 
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33  Vic. 
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of  the  said  dominion  of  Canada. 

6.  Except  as  provided  by  the  third  section  of  this  act,  it 
shall  not  be  competent  for  the  parliament  of  Canada  to  alter  the  p0wers  0f 
provisions  of  the  last-mentioned  act  of  the  said  parliament  in  P^ia~f 
so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  province  of  Manitoba,  or  ot  any  otliei  Qana(ja  to 
act  hereafter  establishing  new  provinces  in  the  said  dominion,  legisMe^ 
subject  always  to  the  right  of  the  legislature  of  the  piovince  of  tablished 
Manitoba  to  alter  from  time  to  time  the  provisions  of  any  law  province, 
respecting  the  qualification  of  electors  and  members  of  the 
legislative  assembly,  and  to  make  laws  respecting  elections  in 
the  said  province. 
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PARLIAMENT  OF  CANADA  ACT,  38  &  39  VIC. 

C.  38,  1875. 

An  Act  to  remove  certain  doubts  with  respect  to  the  powers  of 
the  Parliament  of  Canada  under  section  18  of  the  British 
North  America  Act,  1867. 

Whereas  by  section  eighteen  of  tlie  British  North  America  Act, 
1867,  it  is  provided  as  follows:  ‘The  privileges,  immunities, 
and  powers  to  be  held,  enjoyed,  and  exercised  by  the  senate  and 
by  the  house  of  commons,  and  by  the  members  thereof  respec¬ 
tively,  shall  be  such  as  are  from  time  to  time  defined  by  act  of 
the  pailiament  of  Canada,  but  so  that  the  same  shall  never  exceed 
those  at  the  passing  of  this  act  held,  enjoyed,  and  exercised  by 
the  commons  house  of  parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  by  the  members  thereof.’ 

And  wheieas  doubts  have  arisen  with  regard  to  the  power  ot 
defining  bj  an  act  of  the  parliament  of  Canada,  in  pursuance  of 
the  said  section,  the  said  privileges,  powers,  or  immunities ;  and 
it  is  expedient  to  remove  such  doubts. 

Be  it  therefore  enacted  by  the  Queen’s  most  excellent 
Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  lords  spiritual 
and  temporal,  and  commons,  in  this  present  parliament  assembled, 
and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  as  follows  : 

1 .  Section  eighteen  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867, 
is  hereby  repealed,  without  prejudice  to  anything  done  ’  under 
that  section,  and  the  following  section  shall  be  substituted  for 
the  section  so  repealed  : 

‘ Tlie  Privileges,  immunities,  and  powers  to  be  held,  enjoyed, 
and  exercised  by  the  senate  and  by  the  house  of  commons,  and 
by  the  members  thereof  respectively,  shall  be  such  as  are  from 
time  to  time  defined  by  act  of  the  parliament  of  Canada,  but  so 
that  any  act  of  the  parliament  of  Canada  defining  such  privileges, 
immunities  and  powers  shall  not  confer  any  privileges,  immuni¬ 
ties  or  powers  exceeding  those  at  the  passing  of  such  act  held, 
enjoyed,  and  exercised  by  the  commons  house  of  parliament  of 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  bv  the 
members  thereof.’ 

-  .  I  he  act  ol  the  parliament  of  Canada  passed  in  the  thirty- 
first  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  chapter  twenty-four. 
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intituled  ‘An  Act  to  provide  for  oaths  to  witnesses  being  genUT 
administered  in  certain  cases  for  the  purposes  of  either  house  of  31  &  32 
parliament,’  shall  be  deemed  to  be  valid,  and  to  have  been  valid  Vic.  c.  24 
as  from  the  date  at  which  the  royal  assent  was  given  thereto  by 
the  governor -general  of  the  dominion  of  Canada.  ^  ^ 

3.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  Parliament  of  Canada  Act,  titl°e'_ ' 
1875. 


BRITISH  NORTH  AMERICA  ACT,  49  &  50  VIC. 

C.  35,  1886. 

(Act  relating  to  the  B.N.A.  Act,  1867.) 

An  Act  respecting  the  representation  in  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
of  territories  which  for  the  time  being  form  part  of  the 
Dominion  of  Canada ,  but  are  not  included  in  any  province. 

Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  empower  the  parliament  ol  Canada 
to  provide  for  the  representation  in  the  senate  and  house  of 
■commons  of  Canada,  or  either  of  them,  of  any  tenitoiy  which 
for  the  time  being  forms  part  of  the  dominion  of  Canada,  but  is 
not  included  in  any  province  : 

Be  it  therefore  enacted  by  the  Queen’s  most  excellent 
Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  lords  spiri¬ 
tual  and  temporal,  and  commons,  in  this  present  parliament 
assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  as  follows  : 

1 .  The  parliament  of  Canada  may  from  time  to  time  make  Provision 
provision  for  the  representation  in  the  senate  and  house  of 
commons  of  Canada,  or  in  either  of  them,  of  any  territories  Canada 
which  for  the  time  being  form  part  of  the  dominion  of  Canada, 

but  are  not  included  in  any  province  thereof.  of  terri- 

2,  Any  act  passed  by  the  parliament  of  Canada .  before  the  tones- 
passing  of  this  act  for  the  purpose  mentioned  in  this  act  shall, 

if  not  disallowed  by  the  Queen,  be,  and  shall  be  deemed  to  have  pariia. 
been  valid  and  effectual  from  the  date  at  which  it  received  the  gent  of 
assent,  in  her  Majesty’s  name,  of  the  governor-general  of 

Canada^  declared  that  any  act  passed  by  the  parliament 

of  Canada,  whether  before  or  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  for 
the  purpose  mentioned  in  this  act  or  in  the  British  Noitli 
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34  &  35 
Vic.  c.  28 
30  &  31 
Vic.  c.  3. 


Short 
title  and 
construc¬ 
tion. 

30  &  31 
Vic.  c.  3. 
34  &  35 
Vic.  c.  28 


America  Act,  1871,  has  effect,  notwithstanding  anything  in  the 
British  North  America  Act,  18G7,  and  the  number  of  senators 
or  the  number  of  members  of  the  house  of  commons  specified 
in  the  last-mentioned  act  is  increased  by  the  number  of 
senators  or  of  members,  as  the  case  may  be,  provided  by  any 
such  act  of  the  parliament  of  Canada  for  the  representation  of 
any  provinces  or  territories  of  Canada. 

3.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  British  North  America  Act, 
1886. 

This  act  and  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867,  and  the 
British  North  America  Act,  1871,  shall  be  construed  together, 
and  may  be  cited  together  as  the  British  North  America  Acts,. 
1867  to  1886. 
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SUCCESSIVE 


From  To 

1854 

1855 
1855 
1855 

1855-1857 

1858 

1858 

1859-1863 

1864-1865 

1866 

1867- 1868 

1868- 1869 
1870-1873 
1874-1877 
1878-1879 
1880-1881 
1882-1885 
1885-1886 

1886 

1886 

1887-1892 

1892 


SECRETARIES  OF  STATE  FOR  TEE 
COLONIES 

From  1854  to  December  1893. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  George  Grey,  Bart. 

Right  Hon.  Sidney  Herbert. 

Right  Hon.  Lord  John  Russell. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  William  Molesworth,  Bart. 

Right  Hon.  Henry  Labouchere. 

Right  Hon.  Lord  Stanley. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  Edward  Bulwer  Lytton 
Right  Hon.  Duke  of  Newcastle,  K.G. 

Right  Hon.  Edward  Cardwell. 

Right  Hon.  Earl  of  Carnarvon. 

Right  Hon.  Duke  of  Buckingham  and  Cliandos. 
Right  Hon.  Earl  Granville,  K.G. 

Right  Hon.  Earl  of  Kimberley,  K.G. 

Right  Hon.  Earl  of  Carnarvon. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  Michael  Hicks-Beacli,  Bart. 

Right  Hon.  Earl  of  Kimberley,  K.G. 

Right  Hon.  Earl  of  Derby,  K.G. 

Right  Hon.  Colonel  F.  A.  Stanley  (now  Earl  of 
Derby). 

Right  Hon.  Earl  Granville,  K.G. 

Right  Hon.  Edward  Stanhope. 

Right  Hon.  Lord  Knutsford. 

Right  Hon.  Marquis  of  Ripon. 
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SUCCESSIVE 


GOVERNORS ,  MINISTRIES,  ETC.  OF 
CANADA. 


DOMINION  OF  CANADA. 


Governors-General  from  Confederation  to  December  1893. 

From  To 


1867-1868 

1869-1872 

1872-1878 

1878-1883 

1883-1888 

1888-1893 

1893 


Right  Hon.  Charles  Stanley  Viscount  Monck,  P.C., 
G.C.M.G. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  John  Young,  P.C.,  G.C.B.,  G.C.M.G. 
(created  Baron  Lisgar  in  October  1870). 

Right  Hon.  Sir  Frederick  Temple  Hamilton  Temple 
Blackwood,  Earl  of  Dufferin,  K.P.,  K.C.B.  (now 
Marquis  of  Dufferin  and  Ava). 

Right  Hon.  Sir  John  Douglas  Sutherland  Campbell, 
Marquess  of  Borne,  P.C.,  K.T.,  G.C.M.G. 

Most  Hon.  Henry  Charles  Keith  Petty-Fitzmaurice, 
Marquess  of  Lansdowne,  G.C.M.G. 

Right  Hon.  Frederick  Arthur  Stanley,  Baron  Stanley 
of  Preston,  P.C.,  G.C.B.  (succeeded  to  the  title  of 
Earl  of  Derby  in  May  1893). 

Right  Hon.  Sir  J ohn  Campbell  Hamilton  Gordon,  Earl 
of  Aberdeen. 


Ministries  to  December  1893. 


From  To  Ministry 

1867-1873  Macdonald. 
1873-1878  Mackenzie. 

1878-1891  Macdonald  | 
1891-1892  Abbott 
1892  Thompson  j 


These  three  administrations  are  the  same. 
Change  of  Premier  caused,  in  the  first 
instance,  by  the  death  of  the  Right 
Hon.  Sir  J  ohn  A.  Macdonald  on 
6  June,  1891. 


Successive  High  Commissioners  in  London. 

Sir  Alexander  T.  Galt,  G.C.M.G. 

Sir  Charles  Tupper,  Bart.,  G.C.M.G.,  C.B. 
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SUCCESSIVE  LIE UT. -GOVERNORS  OF  THE 
PROVINCES  OF  CANADA. 


Lieut.  -  Governors 


Prom  To 

1867- 1868 

1868- 1873 
1873-1875 
1875-1880 
1880-1887 
1887-1892 
1892 


1867-1873 

1873-1876 

1876-1879 

1879-1884 

1884-1887 

1887-1892 

1892 


1867 

1867-1873 

1873 

1873-1883 

1883-1888 

1888-1890 

1890 


1867 

1867- 1868 

1868- 1873 
1873-1878 
1878-1880 
1880-1885 
1885-1893 

1893 

1893 


of  the  Provincial  Governments  of  Canada  since 
Confederation  to  December,  1893.a 

ONTARIO. 

* 

Major-General  Henry  William  Stistecl. 

Hon.  William  Pearce  Howland. 

Hon.  John  Willoughby  Crawford. 

Hon.  Donald  Alexander  Macdonald. 

Hon.  John  Beverley  Robinson. 

Sir  Alexander  Campbell,  Iv.C.M.G. 

Hon.  George  Airey  Kirkpatrick. 

QUEBEC. 

Sir  Narcisse  Fortunat  Belleau,  K.C.M.G. 

Hon.  Rene  Edouard  Caron. 

Hon.  Luc  Letellier  de  St.  Just. 

Hon.  Theodore  Robitaille. 

Hon.  Louis  Francois  Rodrigue  Masson. 

Hon.  Auguste  Real  Angers. 

Hon.  Joseph  Adolphe  Chapleau. 

NOVA  SCOTIA. 

Sir  William  Fenwick  Williams,  Iv.C.B. 
Major-General  Charles  Hastings  Doyle,  K.C.M.G. 
Hon.  Joseph  Howe. 

Hon.  Adams  George  Archibald. 

Hon.  Matthew  Henry  Richey. 

Hon.  Archibald  Woodbury  McLelan. 

Hon.  Malachy  Bowes  Daly. 

NEW  BRUNSWICK. 

Major-General  Charles  Hastings  Doyle,  K.C.M.G. 
Colonel  Francis  Pym  Harding,  C.B. 

Hon.  Lemuel  Allan  Wilmot. 

Hon.  Sir  Samuel  Leonard  Tilley,  K.C.M.G.,  C.B. 
Hon.  Edward  Barron  Chandler. 

Hon.  Robert  Duncan  Wilmot. 

Hon.  Sir  Samuel  Leonard  Tilley,  K.C.M.G.,  C.B. 
Hon.  John  Boyd. 

Hon.  John  James  Fraser. 


*  McCord’s  Handbook  of  Canadian  Dates,  pp.  22,  &c. 
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PRINCE  EDWARD  ISLAND. 

From  To 

1873- 1874  Hon.  William  Cleaver  Francis  Robinson. 

1874- 1879  Sir  Robert  Hodgson. 

1879-1884  Hon.  Thomas  Heath  Haviland. 
1884-1889  Hon.  Andrew  Archibald  Macdonald. 
1889  Hon.  Jeclediah  Slason  Carvell. 

MANITOBA. 

1870-1872  Hon.  Adams  George  Archibald. 
1872-1877  Hon.  Alexander  Morris. 

1877-1882  Hon.  Joseph  Edouard  Cauchon. 
1882-1888  Hon.  James  Cox  Aikins. 

1888—1893  b  Hon.  John  Christian  Schultz. 

BRITISH  COLUMBIA. 

Hon.  Joseph  William  Trutch,  C.M.G. 
Hon.  Albert  Norton  Richards. 

Hon.  Clement  Francis  Cornwall. 

Hon.  Hugh  Nelson. 

Hon.  Edgar  Hewdney. 

NORTH-WEST  TERRITORIES. 

1876-1881  Hon.  David  Laird. 

1881-1888  Hon.  Edgar  Dewdney. 

1888-1893  Hon.  Joseph  Royal. 

1893  Hon.  Charles  Herbert  Mackintosh. 


1871-1876 

1876-1881 

1881-1887 

1887-1892 

1892 


SUCCESSIVE  GOVERNORS,  MINISTRIES,  c tv 
OF  AUSTRALASIAS 

NEW  SOUTH  WALES. 

Governors  since  establishment  of  Responsible  Government. 

From  To 

1855-1861  Sir  William  Thomas  Denison,  Iv.C.B. 

1861-1867  Right  Hon.  Sir  John  Young,  Bart.,  PC  Iv  C  B 
G.  C.M.G. 


b  Term  of  office  expired  in  June,  1893,  but  holds  office  till  successor 
is  appointed. 

inJelS’  Sj6?™  5ie  1Edit0A1'  is  ence’  rel,lete  with  information  oi 
indebted  to  1  he  Year  Book  ofAus-  every  description  pertaining  to 
tiaha,  an  invaluable  book  of  refer-  Australia. 
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From  To 

1868-1872 

1872-1879 

1879-1885 

1885-1890 

1891-1893 

1893 


From  To 

1856 

1856 

1856- 1857 

1857- 1859 

1859- 1860 

1860- 1863 
1863-1865 

1865- 1866 

1866- 1868 
1868-1870 

1870 

1870-1872 

1872-1875 


Right  Hon.  Somerset  Richard,  Earl  of  Belmore,  P.C. 
Sir  Hercules  George  Robert  Robinson,  Knt.,  G.C.M.G. 
Right  Hon.  Augustus  William  Frederick  Spencer, 
Lord  Loftus,  P.C.,  G.C.B. 

Right  Hon.  Charles  Robert,  Lord  Carrington,  P.C., 
C.C.M.G. 

Victor  Albert  George  Child  Villiers,  Earl  of  Jersey, 
P.C.,  G.C.M.G. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  Robert  W.  Duff,  K.C.M.G. 


Ministries. 


Ministries 

Donaldson. 

Cowper. 

Parker. 

Cowper. 

Foster. 

Robertson-Cowper. 

Martin. 

Cowper. 

Martin. 

Robertson. 

Cowper. 

Martin. 

Parkes. 


From  To 

1875-1877 

1877 

1877 

1877- 1878 

1878- 1883 
1883-1885 

1885 

1885- 1886 

1886- 1887 

1887- 1889 
1889 

1889-1891 

1891 


Ministries 

Robertson. 

Parkes. 

Robertson. 

Farnell. 

Parkes. 

Stuart. 

Dibbs. 

Robertson. 

Jennings. 

Parkes. 

Dibbs. 

Parkes. 

Dibbs. 


Successive  Agents-General  in  London. 


Edward  Hamilton,  Esq. 
William  Colburn  Mayne,  Esq. 
Sir  Charles  Cowper,  K.C.M.G. 
William  Forster,  Esq. 


Sir  Alexander  Stuart,  K.C.M.G. 
SirDaniel  Cooper, Bart., G.C.M.G. 
Sir  Saul  Samuel,  K.C.M.G.,  C.B. 


VICTORIA. 


Governors  since  establishment  of  Responsible  Government. 


From  To 

1854-1855 

1856-1863 

1863-1866 

1866-1873 

1873-1879 

1879-1884 


Sir  Charles  Hotham,  K.C.B. 

Sir  Henry  Barkly,  K.C.B. 

Sir  Charles  Henry  Darling,  K.C.B. 

Right  Hon.  John  Henry  Thomas  Manners- Sutton,. 
K.C.B. 

Sir  George  Ferguson  Bowen,  G.C.M.G. 

Right  Hon.  George  Augustus  Constantine  Phipps, 
Marquis  of  Normanby,  P.C.,  G.C.M.G. 

3  m  2 
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From  To 

1884-1889  Sir  Henry  Brougham  Loch,  G.C.M.G.,  K.C.B. 

1889  Right  Hon.  John  Adrian  Louis  Hope,  Earl  of 

Hopetoun. 


From  To 

1855-1857 

1857 

1857- 1858 

1858- 1859 

1859- 1860 

1860- 1861 
1861-1863 
1863-1868 

1868 

1868- 1869 

1869- 1870 

1870- 1871 

1871- 1872 


Ministries. 


Ministries 

Haines. 

O’Shanassy. 

Haines. 

O’Shanassy. 

Nicholson. 

Heales. 

O’Shanassy. 

McCulloch. 

Sladen. 

McCulloch. 

Macpherson. 

McCulloch. 

Duffy. 


From  To 

1872-1874 

1874- 1875 
1875 

1875- 1877 
1877-1880 

1880 

1880-1881 

1881-1883 

1883-1886 

1886-1890 

1890-1892 

1892-1893 

1893 


Ministries 

Francis. 

Kerferd. 

Berry. 

McCulloch. 

Berry. 

Service. 

Berry. 

O’Loghlen. 

Service. 

Gillies. 

Munro. 

Shiels. 

Patterson. 


Successive  Agents- General  in  London. 


Sir  G.  Yerdon,  K.C.M.G. 

Hon.  H.  C.  E.  Childers. 

Sir  James  McCulloch,  K.C.M.G. 
Sir  A.  Michie,  K.C.M.G. 

Hon.  H.  C.  E.  Childers. 

Colonel  Pasley. 

R.  Murray  Smith,  Esq. 


Lieut.-Gen.  Sir  Andrew  Clarke, 
G.C.M.G. 

Sir  G.  Berry,  K.C.M.G. 
Lieut.-Gen.  Sir  Andrew  Clarke, 
G.C.M.G. 

Hon.  James  Munro. 

Lieut.-Gen.  Sir  Andrew  Clarke, 
G.C.M.G. 


SOUTH  AUSTRALIA. 


Governors  since  establishment  of  Responsible  Government. 


From  To 

1855-1862 

1862-1868 

1869-1873 

1873-1877 

1877-1883 

1883-1889 

1889 


Sir  Richard  Graves  Macdonnell,  Knt.,  C.B. 

Sir  Dominick  Daly,  Knt. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  James  Fergusson,  Bart. 

Sir  Anthony  Musgrave,  K.C.M.G. 

Lieut. -General  Sir  William  Francis  Drummond  Jervois 
C.B.,  G.C.M.G.,  R.E. 

Sir  William  Cleaver  Francis  Robinson,  K.C.M.G. 
Right  Hon.  Algernon  Hawkins  Thomond,  Earl  of 
Kintore,  G.C.M.G. 
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Ministries. 


From  To 

Ministries 

1856-1857 

Finniss. 

1857 

Baker. 

1857 

Torrens. 

1857-1860 

Hanson. 

1860-1861 

Reynolds. 

1861-1863 

W  aterhouse. 

1863 

Dutton. 

1863-1864 

Ayers. 

1864-1865 

Blyth. 

1865 

Dutton. 

1865 

Ayers. 

1865-1866 

Hart. 

1866-1867 

Boucaut. 

1867-1868 

Ayers. 

1868 

Hart. 

1868 

Ayers. 

1868-1870 

Strangways. 

From  To 

1870- 1871 

1871- 1872 

1872- 1873 

1873- 1875 

1875- 1876 

1876- 1877 

1877- 1878 

1878- 1881 
1881-1884 

1884- 1885 

1885- 1887 
1887-1889 

1889- 1890 

1890- 1892 
1892 

1892-1893 

1893 


Ministries 

Hart. 

Blyth. 

Ayers. 

Blyth. 

Boucaut. 

Colton. 

Boucaut. 

Morgan. 

Bray. 

Colton. 

Downer. 

Playforcl. 

Cockburn. 

Playford. 

Holder. 

Downer. 

Kingston. 


Successive  Agents-General  in  London. 


Gregory  Seale  Walters,  Esq. 
Francis  Stacker  Dutton,  Esq., 
C.M.G. 

Samuel  Deering,  Esq.  (acting). 


Sir  Arthur  Blyth,  Iv.C.M.G.,  C.B„ 
Samuel  Deering,  Esq.  (acting). 
Sir  John  Cox  Bray,  K.C.M.G. 


QUEENSLAND. 


Governors  since  establishment  of  Responsible  Government. 


From  To 

1859-1868 

1868-1871 

1871-1874 

1875-1877 

1877-1883 

1883-1888 

1889 


Sir  George  Ferguson  Bowen,  K.C.M.G. 

Colonel  Samuel  Wensley  Blackall. 

The  Most  Hon.  George  Augustus  Constantine,  Marquis 
of  Normanby,  P.C. 

Sir  William  Wellington  Cairns,  C.M.G. 

Sir  Arthur  Edward  Kennedy,  G.C.M.G.,  C.B. 

Sir  Anthony  Musgrave,  G.C.M.G. 

General  Sir  Henry  Wylie  Norman,  G.C.B.,  G.C.M.G., 
C.I.E. 
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Ministries. 


From  To 

1859-1866 

1866 

1866- 1867 

1867- 1868 

1868- 1869 
1870-1874 
1874-1876 
1876-1877 


Ministries 

Herbert. 

Macalister. 

Herbert-Macalister. 

Mackenzie. 

Lilley. 

Palmer. 

Macalister. 

Thorn. 


From  To 

1877-1879 

1879-1882 

1883-1888 

1888 

1888-1890 

1890-1893 

1893 

1893 


Ministries 

Douglas. 

Mcll  wraith. 
Griffith. 

Mcll  wraith. 

Morehead. 

Griffith. 

Mcllwraith. 

Nelson. 


Successive  Agents- General  in  London. 


Henry  Jordan,  Esq. 

John  Douglas,  Esq. 

Arch.  Archer,  Esq. 

Richard  Daintree,  Esq. 
Arthur  McAlister,  Esq. 
Thomas  Archer,  Esq.,  C.M.G. 


Sir  James  F.  Garrick,  K.C.M.G., 
Q.C. 

Thomas  Archer,  Esq.,  C.M.G. 

Sir  James  E.  Garrick,  K.C.M.G., 
Q.C. 


NEW  ZEALAND. 

Governors  since  establishment  of  Hesjyonsible  Government. 


From  To 

1855-1861 

1861-1868 

1868-1873 

1873 

1874-1879 

1879 

1880-1883 

1883-1889 

1889-1892 

1892 


Colonel  Sir  Thomas  Gore  Browne,  K.C.M.G.,  C.R 
Sir  George  Grey,  K.C.B. 

Sir  George  Ferguson  Bowen,  G.C.M.G. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  James  Fergusson,  Bart.,  K.C.M.G. 
The  Marquis  of  Normanby,  G.C.M.G. 

Sir  Hercules  George  Robert  Robinson,  G.C.M.G. 

Sir  Arthur  Hamilton  Gordon,  G.C.M.G. 
Lieut.-General  Sir  William  Francis  Drummond  Jervois 
G.C.M.G.,  C.B. 

The  Earl  of  Onslow,  G.C.M.G. 

The  Earl  of  Glasgow,  G.C.M.G. 
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Ministries. 


From  To 

Ministries 

1856 

Bell-Sewell. 

1856 

Fox. 

1856-1861 

Stafford. 

1861-1862 

Fox. 

1862-1863 

Domett. 

1863-1864 

Whitaker. 

1864-1865 

Weld. 

1865-1869 

Stafford. 

1869-1872 

Fox. 

1872 

Stafford 

1872-1873 

Waterhouse. 

1873 

Fox. 

1873-1875 

Vogel. 

Successive  Agents- 

I)l\  J.  E.  Featherston. 

Sir  Wm.  Tyrone  Power,  K.C.B. 
Sir  Julius  Vogel,  K.C.M.G. 


From  To 

Ministries 

1875-1876 

Pollen. 

1876 

Vogel. 

1876-1877 

Atkinson. 

1877-1879 

Grey. 

1879-1882 

Hall. 

1882-1883 

Whitaker. 

1883-1884 

Atkinson. 

1884 

Stout-V  ogel. 

1884 

Atkinson. 

1884-1887 

Stout- Vogel. 

1887-1891 

Atkinson. 

1891-1893 

Ballance. 

1893 

Seddon. 

■neral  in  London. 

Sir  Francis  Dillon  Bell, K.C.M.G. 

C.B. 

Walter  Kennaway,  Esq.,C.M.G. 
Westby  Brook  Perceval,  Esq. 


TASMANIA. 


Governors  since  establishment  of  Responsible  Government. 


Prom  To 

1855-1861 

1861-1868 

1869-1874 

1875-1880 

1880-1881 

1881-1886 

1887-1893 

1893 


Sir  Henry  Edward  Fox  Young,  Knt.,  C.B. 

Colonel  Thomas  Gore  Browne,  C.B. 

Charles  Du  Cane,  Esq. 

Frederick  Aloysius  Weld,  Esq.,  C.M.G. 

Sir  John  Henry  Lefroy,  K.C.M.G.,  C.B.,  Admini¬ 
strator. 

Major  Sir  George  Cumine  Strahan,  R.A.,  K.C.M.G. 
Sir  Robert  George  Crookshank  Hamilton,  K.C.B. 
Viscount  Gormanston,  K.C.M.G. 
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Ministries. 


From  To 

Ministries 

1856-1857 

Champ. 

1857 

Gregson. 

1857 

Weston. 

1857-1860 

Smith. 

1860-1861 

Weston. 

1861-1863 

Chapman. 

1863-1866 

Whyte. 

1866-1869 

Dry. 

1869-1872 

Wilson. 

Hon.  Aclye  Douglas. 

Sir  Arthur  Blyth  (Acting). 

Sir  James  A.  You],  K.C.M.G. 
(Acting). 


i  From  To 

Ministries 

1872-1873 

Innes. 

;  1873-1876 

Kennerley. 

1876-1877 

Reibey. 

1877-1878 

Fysh. 

1878-1879 

Crowther. 

1879-1884 

Giblin. 

1884-1887 

Douglas- Agnew. 

1887-1892 

Fysh. 

1892 

Dobson. 

Successive  Agents-General  in  London. 

Hon.  Sir  Edward  Nicholas 
Coventry  Braddon,  Iv.C.M.G. 
Sir  Robert  G.  W.  Herbert, 
G.C.B. 


WESTERN  AUSTRALIA. 

Governors  since  establishment  of  Responsible  Government. 

Prom  To 

1890  Sir  William  Cleaver  Francis  Robinson,  G.C.M.G. 

Ministries. 

1890  Forrest  Ministry. 


Agent-General  in  London. 

Sir  Malcolm  Fraser,  K.C.M.G. 


SUCCESSIVE  GOVERNORS ,  MINISTRIES,  ETC.  OF 
GAPE  OF  GOOD  HOPE. 


Governors  since  establishment  of  Responsible  Government. 

From  To 

1872-1877  Sir  Henry  Barkly,  G.C.M.G.,  K.C.B. 

1877-1880  Sir  H.  Bartle  E.  Frere,  G.C.B. ,  G.C.S.I. 

1881  Sir  Hercules  George  Robert  Robinson,  G.C.M.G. 
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From  To 

1882 

1883-1886 

1886 

1887-1889 

1889 

1889 


Lieut. -General  Hon.  Sir  Leicester  Smytli,  K.C.M.G., 
C.B.,  Administrator. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  H.  G.  R.  Robinson,  G.C.M.G. 

Lieut. -General  Sir  H.  D’O.  Torrens,  K.C.B.,  Admini¬ 
strator. 

Right  Hon.  Sir  H.  G.  R.  Robinson,  G.C.M.G. 

Lieut. -General  H.  A.  Smyth,  C.M.G.,  Administrator. 
Sir  Henry  Brougham  Loch,  G.C.M.G.,  G.C.B. 


Ministries. 


From  To 

1872-1878 

1878-1881 

1881-1884 

1884-1886 


Ministries 

Molteno. 

Sprigg. 

Scanlen. 

Upington. 


From  To  Ministries 

1886-1890  Sprigg. 
1890-1893  Rhodes. 

1893  Rhodes  (second). 


Agent-General  in  London. 
Sir  Charles  Mills,  Iv.C.M.G.,  C.B. 


INDEX 


ABBOTT,  Sir  J.  J.  C.,  appointed 
Premier  of  Canada,  60 
‘Absolute  Majorities,’  Bills  re¬ 
quired  to  be  passed  by,  755 
Acts,  Table  of,  disallowed  in  the 
Colonies,  158 ;  repugnant  to  im¬ 
perial  legislation,  166 ;  doubtful, 
left  to  judicial  consideration,  523. 
See  Bills  :  Disallowance  ;  Legis¬ 
lation  ;  Provincial  Legislation 
Adjournment  (protracted)  of  one 
House  whilst  the  other  is  sitting, 

718  . 

Administrations,  duration  of,  in  the 
colonies,  62,  65,  70,  896-905 
Administrator  of  a  government,  123 
Africa.  See  South  Africa 
Agents-General  for  the  colonies, 
234 ;  proposal  to  make  them 
resident  ministers,  236 ;  —  or  a 
kind  of  colonial  council,  238 
Albert,  H.B.H.  Prince,  6,  9  ;  Mar¬ 
tin’s  life  of,  8  n,  23  n,  24  n 
Aliens,  naturalisation  of,  293  ;  rights 
of,  in  Canada,  299 
American  rebellion  and  repeal  of 
the  tea  duty,  212 

Amnesty,  proclamations  of,  359 ; 

cases  of  the  issue  of,  360 
Angers,  Lieut.-Governor,  proceed¬ 
ings  against  the  Mercier  admini¬ 
stration  and  its  dismissal,  666- 
679 

Appeals  to  Judicial  Committee 
Privy  Council,  305-312;  from 
Canada  Supreme  Court,  308 
- —  to  the  crown  in  council,  305 
—  for  redress  of  grievances,  512. 

See  also  Privy  Council 
Appointments  made  by  speaker  of 
expiring  parliament,  in  Canada, 
cancelled  by  new  speaker,  42  n 


Appropriation  of  local  revenues  in 
Victoria  by  imperial  statute,  219 
Archbishops.  See  Ecclesiastical  : 
Precedence 

Archibald,  Lieut.-Governor,  his 
reasons  for  Crown  veto,  587 
Army  and  Navy.  See  Military  and 
Naval  Matters 

Arthur,  H.B.H.  Prince,  invested 
with  insignia  of  St.  Michael  and 
St.  George,  332 

Assent  to  bills  given  contrary  to 
instructions  of  a  governor,  165 
— ,  or  reservation  of,  powers  of 
governor,  444,  &c.  See  also  Bills  : 
Provincial  Legislation 
Assessment,  laws  in  Canada,  555- 
6,  560;  on  runs  in  N.S.  Wales, 
185 

Assurance  stamp  case,  557 
Asylum,  right  of,  275 
Attorney-General,  office  of,  and  the 
cabinet,  57,  58.  See  also  Mini¬ 
ster  of  Justice :  Mowat,  Sir  Oliver 
Auchterarder  case,  244 
Australia,  introduction  of  respon¬ 
sible  government  in,  56,  84 ; 
Chinese  question  in,  187-193 ; 
inter-colonial  commerce  of,  259  ; 
list  of  honours  conferred  in, 
331  n  ;  ecclesiastical  matters  in, 
409-416.  See  also  under  head  of 
each  colony  :  Upper  House 
Australian  legislation,  precedence  of 
imperial  control  over,  185 

—  Constitutions  Act  empowering 
Customs  Duty  Acts,  224,  258 

— -  defence,  261,  396-403 
Australasian  conferences,  the  vari¬ 
ous,  259-265 

—  federal  council,  261 ;  federation 
bill,  265.  See  also  Tariff 
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BAIE  des  CHALEURS  railway 
case,  666-G79 

Baldwin,  Mr.  Robert,  76,  174 
Ballance,  Hon.  Mr.,  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  governor  and  his 
ministry,  821 

Bankruptcy  and  insolvency  law  in 
Canada,  546,  562 

Banks,  colonial,  under  imperial 
charter,  220 ;  and  banking  legis¬ 
lation  in  Canada,  230 
Bannerman,  Lieut. -Governor,  de¬ 
clined  advice  of  ministers,  657 
Barbadoes  Constitution,  105 
Barry,  Judge,  case  of,  838 
Beach,  Right  Hon.  Sir  M.  H.,  on 
Letellier  case,  606 ;  on  Victoria 
dispute,  742 ;  tribute  to  Lord 
Dufferin,  811 

Beaconsfield,  Lord,  7,  440  n 
Beaumont,  Chief  Justice,  case  of, 
832 

Bell  telephone  case,  534 
Belmore,  Lord,  on  prerogative  of 
mercy,  352 ;  on  unauthorised  ex¬ 
penditure,  633 ;  declined  to  make 
certain  appointments  to  Upper 
House,  658 

Benefit  society  case,  546 
Berry,  Sir  G.,  his  ministry,  738 ; 
measure  on  concurrence  of  Upper 
House,  740 ;  Victorian  delega¬ 
tion  in  England,  743;  Victoria 
Reform  Bill,  754 

Biennial  sessions  of  American 
legislatures,  439 

Bills,  royal  veto  on,  155-159 ;  bene¬ 
fits  of  veto,  157  ;  return  showing 
number  vetoed  in  the  colonies, 
158 ;  royal  assent  to,  161,  169 ; 
that  are  ultra,  vires  dealt  with 
judicially,  160 ;  assent  given  or 
withheld  by  Lieut. -Governors  in 
Canada,  160,  439,  516;  Royal 
assent,  how  given,  161-163,  440 ; 
suspending  clause  in,  for  imperial 
consent,  163 ;  when  reserved,  164 ; 
assent  given  contrary  to  instruc¬ 
tions  to  a  governor,  on  advice  of 
ministers,  165,  664 ;  previous 
consultation  with  imperial 
or  local  law  officers,  166 ;  go¬ 
vernor’s  discretion  in  assenting 
to,  169 ;  crown  may  veto,  after 
assent  to  by  a  governor,  171  ; 


revision  of,  by  imperial  govern¬ 
ment,  171-199  ;  for  titles  of,, 
passed  in  Canada,  the  provinces, 
and  Newfoundland  from  1836  to- 
1864,  173 ;  enacting  clause  how 
to  be  framed,  438  ;  procedure 
upon,  439-443 ;  reservation  by 
Lieut. -Governor  in  Canada,  442, 
444,  519,  521,  586 ;  passed  by 
Canadian  legislatures.  See  Pro¬ 
vincial  Legislation  in  Canada 
Bishops,  colonial,  when  styled  1  my 
lord,’  318  n,  329 ;  consecration 
of,  in  England  requires  a  man¬ 
date,  412.  See  Ecclesiastical 
Blachford,  Lord,  97 
Blaine-Paunceforte  treaty,  288 
Blake,  Hon.  Edward  (when  Mini¬ 
ster  of  Justice  in  Canada),  report 
on  method  of  business  of  Privy 
Council,  48  n ;  on  commissions 
and  instructions  of  Canadian 
governors,  110-119  ;  mission 
to  England,  112 ;  confers  with 
imperial  government  on  extradi¬ 
tion,  280  ;  a  delegate  to  England 
on  alteration  of  governor’s  powers 
in  prerogative  of  mercy,  363, 
365  n  ;  argument  in  ‘  Ontario 
executive  power  ’  case,  368 ;  on 
powers  of  provincial  legislatures 
and  dominion  control,  448-452, 
531 ;  on  powers  of  Lieutenant- 
Governors,  585 

Blake,  Sir  Henry,  action  of  Queens¬ 
land  in  objecting  to  his  appoint¬ 
ment  as  governor,  108 
Boothby,  Judge,  case  of,  846-854 
Border  duties  in  Australia,  258 
Bounties,  colonies  were  formerly 
prohibited  from  granting,  228 
Bowen,  Sir  G.  F.,  on  a  governor’s 
functions,  90-92 ;  accepts  a  pre¬ 
sent  for  government  house,  153  ; 
refuses  consent  to  currency  legis¬ 
lation,  185;  Duke  of  Newcastle 
to,  on  governor’s  powers,  630 ; 
seeks  imperial  advice,  637 ;  dis¬ 
putes  in  Victoria  in  supply,  719, 
etc. ;  refuses  consent  to  unautho¬ 
rised  expenditure,  726;  objects 
to  illegal  dismissals,  727,  735 ; 
complained  of  by  legislature,  728  ; 
conduct  of,  disapproved  by  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State,  736,  739 ;  refuses 
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dissolution  to  Stafford  ministry, 
775;  his  honourable  career  as 
governor,  804 

Boyd,  Hon.  J.,  on  New  Brunswick 
school  question,  463 
Brand,  Mr.  Speaker,  opinion  on 
dissolution,  793 
Brassey,  Lord,  404  n 
Breach  of  privilege,  action  taken  by 
the  House  in  Nova  Scota,  690 
British  Columbia,  remonstrance  on 
non-fulfilment  of  terms  of  union 
in  construction  of  C.P.B.,  206 ; 
legislative  acts  disallowed,  254, 
530 ;  and  the  Washington  treaty, 
275  %;  coast  defences,  404 ;  pro¬ 
vincial  legislation  questioned  by 
local  judiciary,  but  upheld  by 
supreme  court,  566 ;  enters  con¬ 
federation,  576;  list  of  lieut.  - 
governors  since  confederation, 
898 

British  constitution  defined,  3,  18, 
31 ;  reproduced  in  Colonial  insti¬ 
tutions,  33,  74,  625,  814 
British  Guiana,  141  n ;  case  of 
Chief  Justice  Beaumont,  832 
British  Honduras,  37  n ;  surren¬ 
ders  its  representative  govern¬ 
ment,  104 

British  New  Guinea,  annexation  of, 
248-253 

British  North  America  Act,  1867, 
and  acts  amending,  full  text  of, 
appendix,  pp.  857,  &c. 

—  transfers  powers  from  Queen  to 
governors,  29,  438  ;  appointment 
of  senators  under,  204 ;  confers 
‘  exclusive  ’  powers  of  legislation, 
227,  243,  432,  594;  on  aliens, 
299 ;  new  constitution  under, 
432-455 ;  confederated  provinces, 
432,  576 ;  a  formal  compact,  432 ; 
on  agriculture,  education,  and 
immigration,  434 ;  relation  be¬ 
tween  dominion  and  provincial 
authorities,  435,  455;  dominion 
government  controls  provincial 
legislation,  438-457,  (prece¬ 
dents),  458-511 ;  disallowance  of 
provincial  acts,  529 ;  legislative 
powers  under,  judicially  inter¬ 
preted,  537-575;  proposed  dele¬ 
gation  of  legislative  powers  under, 
570;  its  provisions  respecting 


the  constitution  of  Canadian  pro¬ 
vinces,  577 ;  the  Amending  Act 
of  1871,  577,- 890;  powers  of 
lieut. -governors,  586 ;  — their  re¬ 
moval  from  office,  601-608  ; 
rights  secured  to  the  provinces 
by  the,  622.  See  also  Exclusive 
powers :  Lieut.-governors 
Brown,  Senator  G.,  negotiates  a 
treaty  at  Washington,  270 ;  ap¬ 
pointment  and  resignation  of 
Brown-Dorion  ministry,  762 
Buckingham,  Duke  of,  on  office 
of  governor-general  of  Canada, 
810 

Building  society  case,  562 
Bulwer-Lytton,  Sir  E.,  advice  to 
governors,  805 

Butt,  I.,  protest  re  Orange  societies 
in  Canada,  483 


CABINET,  its  position  and  powers, 
19,  54,  825 ;  composition  of,  in 
different  colonies,  55,  57.  See 
also  Ministers  :  Privy  Council 
— -  Ministers,  appointment  and  re¬ 
tirement  of,  54 ;  in  the  Upper 
House,  63,  64 ;  Canadian,  special 
precedence  assigned,  318  n.  See 
also  Executive  councillors : 
Ministers :  Ministerial 
Cairns,  Governor,  187 
Campbell,  Sir  A.,  603 
Canada,  the  cabinet,  57 ;  respon¬ 
sible  government  in,  73 ;  its  ex¬ 
tent  and  position  as  a  dominion, 
110,  116,  577 ;  Imperial  control 
over  Canadian  legislation,  173- 
185  ;  control  exercised  by  courts 
of  law  over  dominion  legislation, 
307,  546,  539-574 ;  copyright 
legislation,  180 ;  fiscal  and  com¬ 
mercial  legislation,  176,  229-232; 
exceptional  privileges  allowed  to, 
229 ;  prerogative  of  mercy,  361  - 
369 ;  military  administration, 
377,  394;  ecclesiastical  matters, 
408,  411,  423 ;  Temperance  Act, 
549 ;  list  of  governors-general, 
lieut. -governors  and  ministries 
since  confederation,  896-8.  See 
also  Blake,  Hon.  E. :  British 
North  America  Act:  Extradi¬ 
tion  :  Fisheries :  Governor  gene- 
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ral  of  Canada  :  Great  seal  : 
Indians :  Lieutenant-governors : 
Naturalisation  :  Navigation  : 

Provincial  governments  :  Pro¬ 
vincial  legislation  :  Senate  of 
Canada  :  Temperance  :  Terri¬ 
torial  governments  in  Canada : 
Treaties :  United  States 
Canada  Pacific  Railway  and  action 
of  British  Columbia  to  facilitate 
its  construction,  206;  its  com¬ 
pletion  and  subsidies  granted  to, 
207 

Canadian  national  policy  tariff,  231 
—  statesmen,  honours  conferred 
upon, 322,  331 

Canterbury,  Lord  (J.  H.  Manners 
Sutton)  as  governor  of  Victoria, 
140,  151,  722,  771;  as  governor 
of  New  Brunswick,  661 
Cape  of  Good  Hope,  pension  system 
in,  45  ;  removal  of  a  judge,  46  ; 
motion  in  Assembly  for  papers, 
involving  censure  of  governor, 
refused,  53 ;  title  of  ‘  honourable,’ 
54  ;  strength  of  cabinet,  56  ;  Sir 
J.  C.  Scanlen  when  a  solicitor 
only,  appointed  attorney-general, 
56;  responsible  government  in, 
56,  60, 95-101 ;  vacation  of  minis¬ 
terial  seats,  60 ;  ministers  not 
required  to  vacate  seats  on  ac¬ 
cepting  office,  61 ;  cloture  legis¬ 
lation,  70 ;  history  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  95  ;  commission  to 
governor,  99,  115  ;  office  and 
powers  of  High  Commissioner, 
99 ;  letters  patent  constituting 
governor  and  commander-in¬ 
chief,  115 ;  Governor  Frere  re¬ 
proved  for  Zulu  war,  132 ;  mode 
of  assenting  to  bills,  163  ;  Kaffir 
war  and  ministerial  difficulty, 
380-391 ;  military  expenditure, 
393  ;  parliamentary  privileges 
(contempts),  694  ;  Upper  House, 
701 ;  amendment  of  money  bills 
by  legislative  council,  711 ;  list 
of  governors  and  ministers  since 
Confederation,  904.  See  also 
South  Africa 

Carnarvon,  Lord,  on  governor’s 
instructions,  111 ;  arbitrates  be¬ 
tween  British  Columbia  and 
Canadian-Pacific  Railway,  206 ; 


on  prerogative  of  mercy,  355 ;  on 
governor’s  powers  of  assent  to 
bills,  446 ;  speech  on  B.  N.  A. 
Act,  623  ;  on  relations  of  governor 
with  his  ministers,  631 
Caron,  Sir  A.,  charges  preferred 
against,  648-656 

Cartier,  Sir  G.,  question  of  honours 
conferred,  322 
Cathcart,  Lord,  78 
Ceylon,  141  n,  411 
Charges  against  ministers,  643-656 
Charters,  imperial,  to  colonial 
companies,  220 

Chief  Justice  in  a  colony  acts  as 
administrator,  124  ;  his  prece¬ 
dence,  319 ;  altercations  between, 
and  a  colonial  governor,  359 
Chinese  duty  case,  557 
—  question  in  Australia,  187-1.93  ; 
in  Canada,  194  ;  in  the  United 
States,  196 

Christian  Brothers  Bill  referred  to- 
Supreme  Court,  539 
Church  of  England  subject  to  the 
Crown  and  law,  406,  420  ;  in  the 
colonies  not  established,  407  ;  in 
Canada,  408,  424  ;  in  other  colo¬ 
nies,  409-421.  See  also  Eccle¬ 
siastical  matters :  Ecclesiastical 
titles  :  Royal  supremacy 
Church  of  Rome.  See  Roman 
Catholic :  Royal  supremacy 
Church  of  Scotland.  See  Presby¬ 
terian  church 

Civil  list  appropriations,  218 
Civil  servants  not  to  take  part  in 
politics,  43  n  ;  their  appointment, 
control,  and  removal,  41-45,  81, 
89, 91, 120, 121 ;  different  systems 
of  superannuation,  44  ;  excessive 
and  unlawful  removals  of,  in  Vic¬ 
toria,  724, 732, 735,  —  disapproved 
by  Imperial  Government,  737  r 
739 ;  in  the  dominion  of  Canada, 
not  subject  in  respect  to  salary, 
to  local  taxation,  555 ;  political 
disqualification  of,  in  Australia, 
702.  See  also  Elections :  Pen¬ 
sions  :  Precedence  :  Presents 
Clergy  reserves  in  Canada,  408 
Cloete,  Recorder,  wrongful  suspen¬ 
sion  of,  845 

‘  Cloture,’  proceedings  under,  at 
the  Cape  and  South  Australia,  70 
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Coasting  trade  of  the  colonies,  226, 
238  ;  colonial  powers  under  Mer¬ 
chant  Shipping  Act  (1869),  239 
Coinage  and  currency,  176 
Colenso  case,  318  n,  409 
Coleridge,  Lord,  opinion  on  a  ques¬ 
tion  in  New  Zealand,  708 
Colomh,  Captain  J.  C.,  405  n 
Colonial  agents-general,  234 

—  council,  proposal  to  form,  238 

—  concessions,  223 

—  correspondence  must  he  through 
Secretary  of  State,  254 

—  government,  old  and  new  sys¬ 
tems,  25,  213 ;  defects  of  26 ; 
powers  of  self  government,  213, 
217.  See  also  Provincial  govern¬ 
ments  :  ^Responsible  government 

—  judges,  827-856 

—  Laws  Validity  Act,  165, 171, 308, 
688 

— -  legislation.  See  Legislation  : 

Provincial  legislation 

—  military  defence,  391,  405 

—  regulations  concerning  Imperial 
troops,  370-374 

Colonies,  secretaries  of  State  for, 
list  of,  since  date  of  responsible 
government  in  the,  895 
Commander-in-chief  of  colonial 
forces,  375 

Commercial  policy,  colonies  free  to 
legislate,  227 

—  legislation  of  the  dominion,  230, 
255 

Committee.  See  Parliament 
Common  law  of  England  applica¬ 
ble  to  the  colonies,  and  prevails 
in  United  States,  214 
Communications  between  colonies 
must  be  through  Colonial  Secre¬ 
tary,  254 

Companies  incorporated,  federal 
and  local  jurisdiction,  436-438. 
See  Charters 

Complaints  against  administrations 
and  ministers  should  not  be 
pressed  during  recess,  67 
Concurrent  legislation  between 
Canada  and  foreign  countries, 
182,  232,  276 

—  by  dominion  and  provincial 
authority,  299,  434,  556,  545,  559 

Confederation,  appeal  of  Nova 
Scotia  against,  202 


Confederation,  full  text  of  Acts  of, 
857,  &c.  See  also  Canada :  South 
Africa 

Confidential  despatches,  127 ;  when 
given  or  declined,  129-132 
Constitutional  decisions,  542-563, 
566-574 

Contempt  of  authority  of  the  House, 
690 

Contempts,  Cape  Colony  legislation 
on,  694 

Continuance  of  provincial  rights 
after  union,  578 

Contractors,  political  disqualifica¬ 
tion  of,  in  Australia,  702 
Control  over  legislation  by  the 
Crown,  438 

—  over  lieutenant-governors  by 
governor-general,  579 ;  by  central 
government,  598-601 
Controversy  between  imperial  and 
dominion  government  over  pro¬ 
vincial  legislation,  445 
Convicts.  See  Mercy,  prerogative 
of 

Corporations  under  provincial 
charter,  482.  See  Charters 
Copyright  legislation,  180 
Correspondence.  See  Despatches 
Courts  of  law  control  and  interpret 
colonial  or  provincial  legislation, 
160,  302-312,  523,  537;  esta¬ 
blishment  of,  in  the  colonies, 
308 ;  proceedings  before,  stayed 
by  act  of  parliament,  532  n\ 
dominion  may  create  a  new, 
544 ;  continuance  of,  in  Canada, 
578.  See  also  Supreme  Court 
Courts-martial,  371,  376 
Crook,  attorney  -  general,  protests 
against  disallowance  of  an  act, 
516 

Crown,  functions  of,  5,  31,  626  ;  in 
the  Canadian  provinces,  579, 
590 ;  sanction,  a  safeguard  against 
abuse  of  ministerial  power,  12 ; 
justifiable  interposition  of,  200 ; 
when  its  prerogatives  are  re¬ 
nounced  in  a  colony,  215 ;  supre¬ 
macy  of,  in  military  matters, . 
388 ;  and  in  ecclesiastical  mat¬ 
ters,  406-425  ;  control  over  legis¬ 
lation,  438-442,  511,  527  ;  repre¬ 
sented  in  the  lieutenant-governor, 
574,  590 ;  in  the  colonies,  627 
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rights  of,  in  a  limited  monarchy, 
824 

Crown  veto  on  legislation,  155-159  ; 
return  of  number  of  Bills  vetoed 
in  the  colonies,  158 

—  agents  for  the  colonies,  234 

—  colonies,  constitution  of,  102, 
etc. ;  the  governor  in,  37 

—  law  officers,  questions  submitted 
to,  167  ;  advice  of,  how  taken, 
168 ;  on  whose  behalf,  168.  See 
also  Sovereign:  King:  Governor: 
Lieutenant-Governor  :  Imperial 
Control :  Legislation :  Ministers 

Currency  legislation  in  Canada, 
176,  230  ;  in  Queensland,  185 

Customs  duties,  under  Imperial 
Acts,  212 

— -  (Imperial)  Act,  benefits  of,  226 

—  imposed  by  colonial  legislation, 
222.  See  also  Tariffs 

Cyprus,  British  rule  established  in, 
247  ;  legislative  council,  103 


DARLING,  Sik  C.,  his  govern¬ 
ment  in  Victoria,  136 ;  censured 
and  dismissed  from  office,  138  : 
protests  against  dismissal,  139  ; 
popularity  in  the  colony,  140 ;  is 
pensioned,  149  n 

Darling,  Lady,  grant  to,  by  Victoria 
legislature,  141 ;  disapproved  by 
home  government,  142  ;  proceed¬ 
ings  thereon,  143 ;  pensioned  by 
colony  after  husband’s  death, 
149  n 

Davey,  Sir  H.,  argument  of,  Liquor 
License  Acts,  553 

‘  Deadlock  ’  in  Queensland  in  1871, 
67  ;  in  Victoria  in  1877-78,  219 

Deceased  Wife’s  Sister  Bill,  198 

Defeated  ministry  should  accept 
defeat  at  hands  of  parliament,  71 

Defence,  colonial,  392;  Australia, 
396-405 ;  New  Zealand,  398 ; 
General  Edwards’s  scheme  for 
Australian,  399 

Delegation  of  legislative  functions, 
by  Dominion  parliament,  or  by 
local  legislature,  570 

Democratic  ascendency,  instruc¬ 
tions  to  governors  guarding 
against,  98 

Denison,  Governor  Sir  W.,  is  re¬ 


primanded  by  colonial  secretary, 
134 ;  his  firmness  on  other  occa¬ 
sions,  137  n,  657;  presentation 
to,  152 ;  interposes  in  a  local 
question,  662 

Derby,  Earl,  on  position  of  the 
sovereign,  4 

Despatches  to  and  from  colonial 
governors,  126,  812 ;  confidential, 
when  given  or  withheld  to  par¬ 
liament,  128-132 ;  when  pre¬ 
sented  to  local  parliament,  127 ; 
on  the  Victoria  ‘  deadlock,’  130, 
150 

Differential  duties,  164,  227,  231, 
255,  272 

Disallowance  of  colonial  enact¬ 
ments,  169-199 

—  of  provincial  acts,  448,  521  &c. ; 
exercise  of,  524;  ministerial  re¬ 
sponsibility  in,  449 ;  table  of  acts 
disallowed,  158,  530.  See  also 
Provincial  Legislation 

Dismissal  of  ministers  by  Sir  B. 
Frere,  that  had  confidence  of 
parliament,  99 

Disraeli,  Right  Hon.  B.,  on  the 
sovereign’s  duties,  4,  7 

Dissolution,  prerogative  of,  13-16, 
759,  818;  when  and  how  to  be 
exercised,  760;  discretion  of  the 
crown,  ib. ;  must  be  sustained 
by  a  minister,  761 ;  precedents, 
762-800;  forced  on  a  ministry 
in  New  Brunswick  in  1855, 
762;  refused  to  Brown-Dorion 
ministry,  762-769;  Governor 
Head  declined  to  give  a  pledge 
for,  763  ;  Governor  Mulgrave  re¬ 
fused  to  grant,  770 ;  Governor 
Canterbury  refuses,  771;  Governor 
Normanby  refuses,  776;  condi¬ 
tionally  granted,  779,  785,  802; 
Governor  Weld  grants,  784 ;  sup¬ 
ply  in  England  always  granted 
before,  788 ;  —  but  not  always  in 
the  colonies,  788 ;  Sir  T.  E.  May’s 
opinion  on  a  question  of,  791 ; 
refused  to  Hon.  Mr.  Joly,  795; 
discretion  of  a  governor  in  grant¬ 
ing,  800 

District  magistrates  court  case,  569 

Divorce  bills  reserved  by  a  governor, 
164 ;  except  in  Canada,  163 ;  dis¬ 
allowed  in  New  South  Wales  and 
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Victoria,  197.  See  also  Marriage 
and  Divorce 

Dobie  v.  Board  of  Temporalities, 
481 

Dominion  review  and  control  over 
provincial  legislation,  439,  515, 
&c. 

—  government,  action  in  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act,  533 

—  legislation,  when  ultra  vires, 
534 

—  liquor  license  case,  argument 
before  privy  council,  550-555 

Dorion,  Chief  Justice,  Sir  A.  A., 
543 

Doubtful  acts  left  to  consideration 
of  the  courts,  523 

Downes,  Major-General,  case  of,  in 
South  Australia,  378 

Draper,  Chief  Justice,  57,  243,  526 

Dufferin,  Earl  of,  on  new  instruc¬ 
tions  to  governor,  113 ;  speech  in 
British  Columbia,  207 ;  action  in 
Lepine’s  case,  362 ;  speech  at 
Halifax,  639  n ;  administration 
in  Canada,  640-643,  810;  as  a 
constitutional  governor,  643,  811 ; 
his  public  addresses,  813  n 

Duffy,  Sir  C.  G.,  dissolution  refused 
to,  771 

Durbar  held  at  Calcutta,  333 

Durham,  Earl  of,  report  on  Canada, 
74 ;  despatches  on  giving  effect 
to,  74  ;  his  illegal  ordinance  dis¬ 
allowed,  177  n 

Duties.  See  Customs ;  Differential 
Duties 


EAST  INDIES,  officials  forbidden 
to  receive  presents,  154 ;  treaty¬ 
making  powers  in,  253 ;  law  of 
pardons,  344  n.  See  also  Wales, 
Prince  of 

Ecclesiastical  titles  in  the  colonies, 
318  n,  328  ;  in  the  mother 
country,  421 

—  matters,  in  the  colonies,  406- 
425 ;  colonial  precedence,  318, 
326;  law  in  United  States,  418; 
courts  in  the  colonies,  419 
Edgar,  Mr.,  charges  preferred  by, 
against  a  minister,  648-656 
Edinburgh,  H.R.H.  Duke  of,  visit 
to  Australia  146 


Education  in  Canada.  See  British 
North  America  Act :  New  Bruns¬ 
wick  School  Act :  Prince  Edward 
Island  School  Act :  Roman  Ca¬ 
tholic  Schools 

Edwards,  Major-General,  on  Aus¬ 
tralian  defence,  261,  399 ;  on 
Canadian  Royal  Military  College, 
400 

Election  petitions  trial  in  Quebec 
legislature,  310 ;  validity  of  do¬ 
minion  legislature  thereon,  543 ; 
how  administered  in  Ontario,  568 

Elections,  officials  voting  or  inter¬ 
fering  at,  43  ;  on  clerical  influence 
at,  425 

Elective  upper  chambers,  claims  of, 
in  supply,  710 ;  restrictions  to, 

711 

Elgin,  Earl  of,  on  responsible 
government,  78-80 ;  on  gover¬ 
nor’s  office,  809 

English  law,  how  applicable  to 
colonies,  213 

Episcopal  sees  in  the  colonies, 
318  to 

— organisation  in  the  colonies,  411- 
418.  See  Ecclesiastical 

Escheats  and  forfeitures  in  Canada, 
592 

‘  Exclusive  ’  powers  under  B.N.A. 
Act,  242,  434 

Executive,  for  a  scheme  of  the,  in 
various  countries,  25  n 

Executive  Council.  See  Cabinet : 
Governor  in  Council  :  Privy 
Council 

Executive  Councillors;  their  title 
in  and  out  of  office,  320  n.  See 
also  Ministers 

Executive  power  case,  367 

Expatriation.  See  Naturalisation 

Expenditure  of  public  money.  See 
Supply 

Extra-territorial  jurisdiction  illegal 
in  the  colonies,  177  ;  unless  con¬ 
ferred  by  imperial  authority,  178, 
239;  may  be  exercised  by  the 
crown  and  imperial  parliament, 
246  n,  247 

Extradition  of  offenders,  275  ;  law 
in  Canada,  275-293;  procedure 
under  Canadian  law,  290 ;  Aus¬ 
tralian  law,  278;  recent  treaties, 
284,  288 ;  Imperial  Royal  Com- 
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mission  on,  283  ;  Lamirande 
case,  291 

Eyre,  Governor,  40,  823  n 


FEDERAL  SYSTEM  in  British 
Colonies,  600.  See  also  B.N.A. 
Act  :  Provincial  Governments  : 
Leeward  islands 

—  Council  of  Australasia,  260 

—  and  provincial  relations,  435 ; 
control  over  provincial  legisla¬ 
tion,  439 

Fergusson,  Governor  Sir  J.,  instruc¬ 
tions  to,  guarding  against  demo¬ 
cratic  ascendency,  98 ;  refused 
papers,  New  Zealand  Legislative 
Council,  129  ;  grants  dissolution 
under  protest  of  parliament,  771 
Fiji,  government  of,  102 
Fisher,  Mr.  Justice,  527 
Fisheries  award,  attempts  by  pro¬ 
vincial  legislatures  to  secure  a  I 
portion,  203,  433 

— -  dominion  and  provincial  legis¬ 
lation  concerning,  433,  561 
Fitzgerald,  Mr.  J.  E.,  62,  706 
Flags  to  be  used  in  colonies,  339, 
342 

'  Florence,’  case  of,  38 
Foreign  deserters  and  offenders, 
apprehension  in  colonies,  228  n, 
303 

—  powers,  assistance  to,  in  appre¬ 
hension  of  deserters,  228  n,  388 

—  Enlistment  Acts,  389  n.  See 
also  Extradition :  Neutrality : 
Trade  :  Treaties 

—  jurisdiction.  See  Extra  Terri¬ 
torial  Jurisdiction 

—  orders  and  distinctions,  314 
Forfeiture  or  penalty  may  be  re¬ 
mitted  by  lieutenant-governor, 
596 

Foster,  Hon.  G.  E.,  advantages  to 
Canada  in  present  system  of 
negotiating  commercial  treaties, 
268  n 

Fournier,  Mr.  Justice,  529,  545, 
549 

Fox,  Right  Hon.  Charles,  on  essen¬ 
tial  parts  of  colonial  constitution,  ! 

34 

Fox,  Sir  W.,  on  a  governor’s  posi¬ 
tion,  808 


Freeman,  Mr.  E.  A.,  71,  683,  698». 
761  n 

French  duty  on  Canadian  ships, 
247  n 

Frere,  Sir  Bartle,  administration  of,, 
in  South  Africa,  98,  132,  380- 
390;  on  government  by  party,  101 

Fugitive  offenders,  from  other  parts 
of  empire,  177,  304;  from  foreign 
states.  See  Extradition 


GALT,  Sir  A.  T.,  on  rights  of  Cana¬ 
dian  legislature  to  adjust  taxa¬ 
tion,  229  ;  High  Commissioner 
for  Canada,  235 ;  conducts  trade 
negotiations,  272 ;  received  hon¬ 
ours,  323 

Gardiner’s  case,  356 

George  III.  and  dismissal  of  coali¬ 
tion  ministry,  14 

Germans,  naturalisation  of,  in 
Canada,  296-299 

Gillies,  Hon.  D.,  259 

Gladstone,  Right  Hon.  W.  E.,  on 
the  sovereign,  4,  8  ;  on  sovereign 
and  ministerial  powers,  18-22 ; 
Vatican  decrees,  422  n  ;  the 
cabinet,  825 

Glasgow,  Earl,  differs  with  his 
ministry,  822 

Gleich,  absconding  bankrupt  case, 
303 

Goderich,  Lord,  despatches  to,  on 
surrender  of  imperial  control  of 
revenue,  218 

Goodhue  Estate  Act,  522,  526 

Gordon,  Governor  Sir  A.,  659,  784 

Government  by  prerogative,  2 

Governor,  colonial  powers  under 
the  old  system,  25 

—  appointed  and  controlled  by  the 
crown,  50,  52,  107 

—  objections  raised  by  some  colo¬ 
nies  to  certain  appointments,  108 

—  term  of  service,  123  ;  absence,, 
how  supplied,  123 ;  removal  from 
office,  132,  138 ;  salary  and  pen¬ 
sion,  124  n,  810  n ;  payment  of 
his  staff,  393 ;  has  no  independent 
authority,  202,  439  ;  his  pre¬ 
cedence,  317 ;  decides  questions 
of  precedence,  324 ;  his  reserved 
powers,  628  ;  —  their  beneficial 
exercise,  680,  824;  appeals  to 


INDEX. 


915 


imperial  authority,  52,  201 ;  con¬ 
sults  law  officers  of  the  crown, 
58  ;  not  to  accept  presents,  141- 
143,  152-154  ;  authority  in  mili¬ 
tary  and  naval  matters,  370-389 ; 
administers  prerogative  of  mercy, 
344-369 ;  issues  amnesty  pro¬ 
clamations,  359  ;  channel  of  com¬ 
munications  with  home  govern¬ 
ment,  126 

Governor,  commissions  and  instruc¬ 
tions,  28,  34,  41  n,  74,  97,  109- 
122,  125,  346 

—  functions  and  authority  under 
parliamentary  government,  31- 
54,  92,  626,  637,  679,  681,  758, 
804-826 ;  authority  of,  in  a  new 
colony,  214 

—  personal  responsibility  to  the 
Crown,  Parliament,  and  to  courts 
of  law,  37,  39,  107,  823  ;  must 
always  adhere  to  law,  39,  51, 137, 
628-681 

—  may  not  act  without  advice,  448, 
815  ;  may  reject  advice  of  minis¬ 
ters  and  dismiss  his  ministry,  51, 
83,  615,  642,  657,  661,  677,  816; 
non-interference  in  routine  mat¬ 
ters,  636,  —  or  local  concerns, 627, 
630,  —  except  to  maintain  the  law 
or  protect  the  people,  91,  628- 
636,  677,  726,  735,  816;  not  to 
assume  financial  control,  637 

—  censured  by  Imperial  Govern¬ 
ment  or  Parliament,  132-134, 
136,  292,  736,  739  ;  proposed 
censure  of,  in  the  colony,  53,  385, 
662,  663,  785  ;  cases  of  the  con¬ 
duct  of,  called  in  question,  37, 38, 
129,  132,  137,  141  n,  150,  187, 
601-620,  662,  663,  733,  785  ; 
complained  of  to  Secretary  of 
State,  37  ;  appeal  of  ministers  to 
Secretary  of  State  against  action 
of,  821 

—  political  neutrality  and  impar¬ 
tiality,  78,  627,  801,  805,  815; 
not  personally  accountable  in 
colony,  37,  52,  815  ;  duty  in  dis¬ 
putes  between  the  two  houses, 
639,  721,  730,  758,  767,  802 

—  appealed  to  by  the  Opposition 
against  ministers,  67  ;  rebukes  an 
obstructive  minority,  68  ;  alter¬ 
cations  with  a  chief  justice,  359  ; 


remonstrates  with  legislative 
council  for  giving  leadership  to  a 
private  member,  714 

Governor,  gives  or  withholds  assent 
to  Bills  and  to  administrative 
Acts,  160,  165,  169, 586, 628, 663  ; 
Crown  may  veto  a  Bill  assented 
to,  171 ;  empowered  in  Victoria 
to  propose  amendments  to  Bills 
before  Parliament,  169 

—  powers  in  relation  to  local  par¬ 
liament,  443-448,  682 

—  discretion  to  grant  or  refuse  a 
dissolution  of  Parliament,  777, 
778,  800-803,  818 

—  powers  of  an  elective,  665 

—  speeches  and  despatches,  812 
and  note.  See  also  Lieut- 
Governor:  Despatches:  Minutes: 
Ministerial  responsibility :  Disso¬ 
lution  :  Bills  :  and  see  Imperial 
questions 

Governor  in  Council,  their  collective 
authority,  47,  453 ;  formerly  em¬ 
powered  to  hear  appeals,  45 ; 
authorised  to  remove  public 
officers  and  judges  for  miscon¬ 
duct,  35 ;  actions  not  requiring 
approval  by  Parliament,  49 ; 
business,  48 

Governor-General  in  Canada, 
commission  and  instructions, 
110-122  ;  salary,  177,  810  n  ; 
precedence,  317  ;  office,  810 ; 
rebuked  by  Secretary  of  State, 
292 ;  right  to  appoint  queen’s 
counsel,  333-338  ;  supremacy 
over  provinces,  450,  579,  598 ; 
— how  exercised,  600;  whether  he 
may  act  independently  of  mini¬ 
sters  in  dealing  with  provincial 
legislation,  449-457 ;  list  of,  since 
Confederation,  896.  See  Provin¬ 
cial  legislation 

Grant,  C.  C.,  title  of  Baron  de 
Longueil  recognised,  325 

Granville,  Earl,  7,  445 

Gray,  Mr.  Justice  J.  H.,  194,  243 

Great  seal,  use  of,  in  a  colony,  338  ; 
in  Canada,  339,  596.  See  also 
Nova  Scotia 

Grenada,  case  of  Chief  Justice 
Sanderson,  832 

Grey,  Earl,  on  the  Sovereign,  4 ;  on 
parliamentary  government,  12, 
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78,  80,  83  ;  on  New  Zealand 
government,  427,  698 
Grey,  Sir  George,  irregular  com¬ 
munication  with  the  Premier, 
126  ;  reprimanded  for  certain 
despatches,  134 ;  applies  to  law 
officers  of  the  Crown,  but  receives 
no  reply,  169  ;  brings  in  a  Bill 
contrary  to  Imperial  Act  to 
abolish  Upper  House,  221 ;  car¬ 
ries  Permissive  Island  Annexation 
Bill,  ib. ;  protests  against  grant 
of  Imperial  honours  in  a  colony, 
329,  and  to  members  of  the 
Opposition,  330  ;  action  concern¬ 
ing  New  Zealand  defences,  398  ; 
asks  governor  to  veto  a  Bill 
passed  by  both  Houses,  664; 
controversy  with  Governor  Nor- 
manby,  664  ;  denies  right  of  in¬ 
terference  of  Secretary  of  State, 
665 ;  asks  for  dissolution  and  is 
twice  refused,  776-778;  denies 
governor’s  right  to  refuse  a  dis¬ 
solution,  777 ;  granted  dissolution 
by  another  governor,  779 ;  is 
defeated  and  resigns,  781 ;  at¬ 
tempts  to  keep  new  Premier  out 
of  the  House,  782  ;  behaves  irre¬ 
gularly  to  Governor  Robinson, 
and  is  charged  with  discourtesy, 
783  and  note 
Griffith,  Hon.  S.  W.,  260 
Gwynne,  Mr.  Justice,  254  n,  434, 
435,  457  n,  545 


HAG  ARTY,  Chief  Justice,  243 
Hall  ministry  in  New  Zealand, 
781 

Hammond,  Mr.,  powers  to  colonial 
commercial  agents,  269 
Harris,  Mr.,  Bill  of  divorce  refused, 
175 

Harrison,  Chief  Justice,  76,  434, 
455 

Harvey,  Governor  Sir  J.,  Earl 
Grey’s  instructions  to,  82 
Head,  Governor  Sir  E.,  and  Brown 
-Dorion  ministry,  763 
Hennessy,  Governor  Sir  J.  P.,  con¬ 
duct  and  suspension  of,  37 
Henry,  Mr.  Justice,  545,  549 
Herschell,  Baron,  argument  in 
liquor  license  case,  551 


High  Commissioner  for  Canada, 
235, 896 ;  for  South  Africa,  99, 100 
Hincks,  Sir  F.,  141  n,  409  n 
‘  Honourable,’  retention  of  title,  by 
ex-ministers,  320  n ;  by  judges, 
321  n ;  who  is  entitled  to  be  so 
called,  321 

Honours  and  distinctions  from  the 
Crown,  313 ;  granted  by  foreign 
sovereigns,  314 ;  how  administered 
in  the  colonies,  ib. ;  conferred  on 
Canadian  statesmen,  322,  332 ; 
on  New  Zealand  statesmen,  330; 
by  Prince  of  Wales  in  India,  332 ; 
conferred  by  the  Crown  in  self- 
governing  colonies,  329 
House  of  Commons  (Imperial),  its 
supremacy  in  the  State,  16,  22. 
See  also  Imperial  Parliament 
—  Canada,  addresses  the  Queen  on 
extradition,  282  ;  on  naturalisa¬ 
tion,  297 ;  on  New  Brunswick 
School  Act,  461.  See  also 
Speaker :  Supply 
Hunt,  Louisa,  case  of,  358 
Huskisson,  Mr.,  on  governor’s  term 
of  office,  123 

Hypothetical  cases  and  conditions, 
802  n 


IMMIGRATION  into  Canada, 
legislation  upon,  434.  See  also 
Chinese 

Imperial  control,  maintenance  of, 
over  self-governing  colonies,  29, 
40,  82,  98, 107, 119,  216,  221,  242, 
244;  over  New  Zealand  provincial 
legislation,  428  ;  over  South 
African  local  legislation,  430 ; 
relinquished  over  provincial 
legislation  in  Canada,  29,  30,  444, 
452-484 ;  with  a  certain  proviso, 
29,  512 

—  taxation  of  the  colonies,  210 

—  guarantee  of  colonial  loans, 
205 

—  interposition  in  colonial  affairs, 
when  justifiable,  200,  216,  512 

—  Parliament,  its  supreme  autho¬ 
rity  and  reserved  powers  of  legis¬ 
lation,  40,  171,  209-246  ;  its 
wisdom  in  action  and  debate, 
623 ;  discusses  the  conduct  of 
colonial  governors,  82,  132,  139, 
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141  to,  149,  389,  828  ;  its  right  to 
incorporate  companies  to  do 
business  in  colonies  and  colonial 
restrictions  on  such  incorpora¬ 
tions,  209,  558 ;  legislation  affect¬ 
ing  the  colonies,  27,  229,  241  to, 
243,  415 ;  legislates  subject  only 
to  its  own  discretion,  244 
Imperial  questions,  duty  of  a  gover¬ 
nor  in  relation  to,  40,  52,  819 
Income-tax  case,  555 
Indian  treaties  in  Canada,  253 
Indians  and  Indian  lands  in 
Canada,  254%,  581 
Insolvency  laws  in  Canada,  546 
Instructions  to  governors.  See 
Governor :  Governor-General  of 
Canada :  Lieut.-Governors  in 

Canada 

Insurance,  rights  of  legislation  in 
Canada,  557,  563 

Inter-colonial  conferences  and  com¬ 
munications,  255  ;  free  trade  in 
Canada  and  in  Australia,  256 
International  bridge  legislation, 
233,  590  to 

Ionian  judges  case,  833 
Irish  informers,  action  taken  in 
Victoria  to  prevent  landing, 
221  to 

Irresponsible  ministry,  evils  of, 
105 


JAMAICA,  case  of  the  ‘  Florence,’ 
38 ;  its  constitution,  103,  216 
conduct  of  Governor  Eyre, 
823  to 

Jervois,  Major-General  Sir  W.  F., 
colonial  defence,  395-399  ;  pro¬ 
ceeding  as  Governor  of  South 
Australia,  713 

Jesuits  in  British  Dominions,  422 
—  estate  question  before  Dominion 
Parliament,  484-511 ;  division  of 
money  grant,  511  to 
Johnson,  Mr.  Justice,  425 
Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  533  . 
Joly,  Hon.  Mr.  H.  G.,  his  adminis¬ 
tration,  602-609 ;  asks  for  a  dis¬ 
solution  and  is  refused,  795-799 ; 
resigns  office,  799 
Judges,  removal  of,  under  Imperial 
Act,  46;  under  colonial  regula¬ 
tions,  ibid.,  828 ;  on  parliamen¬ 


tary  address,  613,  834 ;  also  by 
Governor-in-Council,  835  ;  their 
suspension,  844 

Judges,  precedence,  316,  319,  320  ; 
appointment  and  tenure  of  office, 
568,  827 

—  empowered  to  act  as  adminis¬ 
trators,  123 

—  their  duty  in  criminal  trials  and 
pardons,  344-347 

Judicial  committee.  See  Privy 
Council 

—  decisions  on  limits  of  legislation 
in  Canada,  537 

Judiciary  cases,  568 

Jurisdiction  beyond  territorial 
limits  illegal,  177  to 

—  of  dominion  and  local  authori¬ 
ties,  511 

KAFFIR  WAR  and  Sir  B.  Frere, 
389 

Kimberley,  Earl,  on  commercial 
restrictions  in  Australia,  257 
prerogative  of  mercy,  352,  359  ; 
on  assent  to  bills,  446 

‘  King  can  do  no  wrong,’  maxim  of, 

1,2 

—  subject  to  the  law,  1.  See 
Sovereign 

LAMIRANDE  extradition  case,. 
291 

Landers  et  al.  v.  Woodworth, 
692 

Langerin,  Sir  H.  See  McGreevy 
case 

Laurie,  General,  on  preferential 
fiscal  legislation,  269  w 

Law.  See  English  law  :  Governor  : 
King 

Law  officers  of  the  Crown  (colonial) 
consulted  by  the  governor,  58, 
166,  726.  See  also  Attorney- 
General  :  Minister  of  Justice 

—  (Imperial)  consulted  by  a  gover¬ 
nor,  166,  459,  523  ;  their  opinion 
sought  by  local  government,  167; 
opinion  not  to  be  given  to  private 
persons,  nor  to  an  opposition, 
168 

Leader  of  Government  business. 
See  Tasmania 


/ 

t 


918  PARLIAMENTARY  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  COLONIES. 


Leeward  Islands,  constitution,  104 
Lefroy,  Sir  J.  H.,  106  n 
Legislation,  colonial,  controlled  by 
the  Crown,  40,  155-199;  dis¬ 
allowed,  157  ;  if  ‘ repugnant ’ to 
Imperial  law,  166,  171,  180,  241, 
302 ;  supervised  by  Imperial 
authorities,  171 ;  controllable  by 
the  Imperial  Parliament,  241  ( see 
also  Imperial  Parliament) ;  inter¬ 
preted  and  controlled  by  courts 
of  law,  160,  302-312,  537-574 ; 
local  rights  respecting,  156,  159, 
242,  301.  See  also  Provincial 
Legislatures 

- —  (Australian)  Imperial  control 
over,  185-193 

—  (Canadian)  Imperial  control 
over,  173-184 

—  (Provincial,  in  Canada)  Queen 
in  council  claims  no  jurisdiction 
over,  455-511 ;  saving  only  re¬ 
served  rights  of  the  Crown,  512. 
See  also  Provincial  legislation 

Legislative  council.  See  Senate  : 

Supply :  Upper  House 
Legislatures,  colonial,  their  power 
and  privileges,  301,  687 ;  domi¬ 
nion  and  local  powers  defined, 
544-546.  See  also  Legislation  : 
Provincial  legislation 
Lepine’s  case  in  Canada,  362 
Letellier,  Lieut.-Governor,  case  of, 
601-620,  665;  his  letter  to 
Toronto  Reform  Association, 
666  n 

License  (liquor)  cases,  547-555 
Lieutenant-Governor  in  a  colony, 
123  ;  his  precedence,  317 

—  of  Canadian  provinces,  317 ; 
title  of,  321 ;  commission,  517, 
579;  tenure  of  office,  580,  609; 
limited  powers  of,  518,  581-597  ; 
certain  prerogatives  they  cannot 
administer,  582,  593 ;  not  en¬ 
titled  to  salutes,  582  n ;  when 
entitled  to  National  Anthem,  582; 
as  representatives  of  the  Crown, 
335,  438,  574,  583,  585,  589,  598, 
679;  their  responsible  advisers. 
591 

—  may  be  dismissed  at  discretion, 
601,  606,  614  ;  removal  from 
office  (Letellier  case),  601-622; 
reasons  justifying  removal,  611, 


617 ;  to  be  initiated  by  Dominion 
executive,  612  ;  should  not  be  a 
party  question,  616,  621 
Lieutenant-Governors,  instructio ns 
for  their  guidance,  516,  519,  579  ; 
judicial  decisions  as  to  their 
powers,  592 ;  their  relation  to 
the  provincial  legislatures,  439, 
585 ;  responsible  to  the  Governor- 
General  in  Council  or  Dominion 
executive,  598-603,  609,  620 ; 
rule  as  to  their  receiving  pre¬ 
sents,  154 ;  may  not  appoint 
Queen’s  counsel,  333 

—  give  Royal  assent  to  bills,  440, 
517  ;  reserve  bills  for  Governor- 
General’s  consideration,  442,521, 
588;  withhold  assent  to  bills, 
585-588 

—  list  of,  in  provinces  of  Canada 
since  confederation,  897-8.  See 
also  Governor  :  Bills 

Liquidation  of  a  society,  546 
Liquor  license  Act  (Canada),  1883, 
case  before  the  Privy  Council, 
551-555  ;  other  cases,  547-551 
Lisgar,  Lord.  See  Young,  Sir  J. 
Loans,  Imperial  guarantees  on, 
205 

Local  legislatures,  supremacy  of,  in 
local  concerns,  220 ;  absolute 
rights  and  powers  of,  526,  687, 
691 ;  —  should  be  defined  by 
statute,  688,  691,  693 ;  case  of  an 
appeal  to  the  Crown,  202.  See 
also  Legislatures :  Provincial 
legislation 

Local  self-government,  introduc¬ 
tion  of,  28,  625  ;  in  municipal 
affairs  in  Australia,  429  n.  See 
Responsible  Government 
Longueil,  Baron  de,  title  of,  recog¬ 
nised,  325 

Lome,  Marquis  of,  appointed 
Governor  of  Canada,  116 ;  his 
commission  and  instructions, 
120,  122,  364 ;  suggestions  on 
confederation  of  the  Empire,  238 ; 
bestows  orders  of  distinction  in 
Canada,  332  ;  dismissal  of  Lieirt.- 
Governor  Letellier,  604-608 
Lower  Canada,  government  first 
established,  73 

Lytton,  Sir  E.  Bulwer,  letter  to 
Governor  Bowen,  804 
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McCAETHY,  D.,  M.P.,  speech  on 
Jesuit  Estate  Act,  488-489; 
motion  on  McGreevy  case,  G47  ; 
on  charges  against  ministers, 
655 

Macdonald,  Right  Hon.  Sir  J.  A., 
his  administrations  in  Canada, 
60  n,  63,  604, 640 ;  British  Com¬ 
missioner  at  Washington,  269 ; 
honours  conferred  on,  322;  on 
powers  of  Governor-General  in 
Canada,  454;  on  lieut.-governors, 
581  w,  591  to;  on  the  Letellier 
case,  603-617  ;  death  and  public 
funeral,  60  to 

Macdonald,  Mr.  J.  S.,  protest 
against  disallowance  of  a  local 
Act,  693 

McGee,  Hon.  T.  D.,  patriotic  ap¬ 
peal  of,  680  to 
McGreevy  case,  644-648 
Mackenzie,  Hon.  A.,  administra¬ 
tion  in  Canada,  63,  604,  641 ; 
motion  to  have  Letellier  case 
referred  to  law  officers,  200  to  ; 
effort  to  increase  Senate,  204 
McKinley  tariff  and  West  Indies 
treaty,  273 

Magistrates,  appointment  and  re¬ 
moval  of,  in  colonies,  91  ;  in 
Canada,  597 
Malta  constitution,  103 
Manitoba  school  question,  465-478 
■ —  abolishes  legislative  council, 
522 ;  disallowance  of  statutes, 
530 ;  entered  confederation,  576  ; 
lieut.-governor  of,  580 ;  list  of 
lieut.-governors  since  confedera¬ 
tion,  898.  See  Archibald  :  Morris 
Manning,  Sir  W.,  opinion  on 
governors’  authority,  375 
Maori  representation  in  New  Zea¬ 
land,  56,  88 ;  —  war,  134,  374 
Marine  electric  telegraph  co.,  182 
Maritime  jurisdiction  in  Canada, 
240 

Maritime  Bank  case,  573 
Marriage  and  divorce  legislation  in 
Canada,  594;  in  United  States, 
596 

—  with  a  deceased  wife’s  sister, 

198 

—  licenses  in  Canada,  594 
Martial  law,  51 
Martin,  Peter,  366 


Mauritius,  conduct  of  Governor 
Hennessy  in,  37  ;  prerogative  ot 
mercy  in,  346.  See  Bowen,  Sir  G. 
Maxims,  traditional,  of  government 
of  England,  1,  2,  3 
May,  Sir  T.  E.,  on  conditional  dis¬ 
solution,  791 ;  on  disputes  be¬ 
tween  two  Houses  on  supply,  709 
Medical  practitioners  in  Canada 
under  Imperial  law,  243 
Melbourne,  Lord,  on  colonial  griev¬ 
ances,  26 

Members  of  colonial  legislatures, 
their  precedence,  320;  sessional 
indemnity,  702  to,  720  ;  imperial, 
in  receipt  of  public  money,  702  to. 
See  also  Ministers 
Mercer  case,  593,  594 
Merchant  shipping  legislation,  183, 
225-227,  241  to;  French  duty  on 
Canadian  ships,  247  n 
Mercier,  Hon.  H.,  proceedings 
against,  in  Baie  des  Clialeurs 
railway  case,  666-679 ;  his  dis¬ 
missal  from  office,  677 
Mercy,  prerogative  of,  how  ad¬ 
ministered  in  colonies,  344-369 ; 
law  in  India,  344  to;  in  Upper 
Canada,  360 ;  how  administered 
in  self-governing  colonies,  348- 
351 ;  Australian  precedents,  351- 
359 ;  Canadian  precedents,  360- 
362;  new  instructions  for  Ca¬ 
nada,  364 ;  banishment  as  a 
condition  of  pardon,  356,  365 ; 
Ontario  executive  power  case, 367 
Meredith,  Chief  Justice,  543  n 
Merivale,  H.,  on  governor’s  func¬ 
tions,  806 

Merriman,  Mr.,  governor’s  military 
authority  in  Cape  Colony,  385 
Military  and  naval  matters,  Royal 
prerogative  controlled  by  minis¬ 
ters,  17  ;  in  the  colonies,  370-405 
—  correspondence,  134,  372;  pre¬ 
cedence,  317,  319  ;  defence,  391- 
405 ;  expenditure,  391-393.  See 
also  Governor 

Military  college  in  Canada,  394, 400 
Militia,  minister  of,  in  Canada, 
378 ;  general  commanding  in 
Canada  and  Australia,  378 ;  re¬ 
lative  rank  between  army  and 
militia  officers,  319  n ;  force  in 
Canada,  377 
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Mills,  Hon.  D.,  speech  on  Jesuit 
Estate  Act,  507-511 ;  speech  on 
charges  against  Ministers,  651 
Minister  of  Justice  in  Canada,  duty 
of,  concerning  provincial  legisla¬ 
tion,  515.  See  also  Blake,  Hon. 
Mr. :  Law  Officers  of  the  Crown 
Ministerial  responsibility  and  con¬ 
trol  in  self-governing  colonies,  41, 
50,  128,  814-825.  See  also  Re¬ 
sponsible  government 

—  in  disallowing  provincial  acts, 
449-457 ;  in  presenting  des¬ 
patches  or  governor’s  memoran¬ 
dums  to  Parliament,  127-132; 
when  a  governor  may  act  inde¬ 
pendently  of,  447,  820;  surren¬ 
dered  in  the  Ijetellier  case,  612 

—  oligarchy,  20,  825 
Ministers,  in  relation  to  the  crown, 

12,  15-20,  815 ;  resignation  or 
dismissal  of,  13, 15,  20,  615,  817 ; 
responsible  for  all  acts  of  the 
crown,  17,  128,  817 ;  — even  dur¬ 
ing  interregnum,  18;  advice  of, 
should  ordinarily  prevail  with 
governor,  816 ;  their  duty  to  the 
crown,  19,  825 ;  precedence  of, 
318 ;  vacate  seats  in  Parliament 
on  accepting  offibe,  except  in  cer¬ 
tain  colonies,  59-62 ;  resign  after 
defeat  at  general  elections,  71 ; 
complaints  or  charges  against, 
how  disposed  of,  67,  640-656; 
limited  number  of,  in  various 
countries,  55  ;  holding  office  with¬ 
out  portfolio,  55,  56  ;  exchange  of 
ministerial  offices,  59,  769;  may 
sit  in  both  Houses  at  the  Cape, 
61 ;  .  their  advice  submitted  to 
Parliament,  358  ;  imperial,  pen¬ 
sioned,  702  n.  See  also  Minis¬ 
terial  responsibility :  Prime 
Minister :  Speaker,  Lower  House : 
Upper  House :  Cabinet :  Privy 
Council 

Ministries,  colonial,  how  composed, 
55  ;  brief  existence,  62  ;  —  except 
in  Canada,  63;  accept  defeat  at 
hands  of  Parliament,  71 ;  evils  of 
an  irresponsible,  105 ;  list  of  the 
various,  in  colonies  possessing 
responsible  government,  896-905 
Minority  may  not  obstruct  business 
to  coerce  the  majority,  68 


Minutes  between  a  governor  and 
his  ministers,  when  presented  to 
Parliament,  128-132,  785 
Molteno  ministry,  misconduct  and 
dismissal  of,  380-387 
Monarchical  institutions  under  par¬ 
liamentary  government,  5,  31, 
583,589,  626,  628,  680  «,  815,824 
Money  bills,  controversy  in  New 
Zealand,  709.  See  Currency 
Supply 

Montagu,  Judge,  case  of,  831 
Morris,  Lieut.-Governor,  522,  524 
Mowat,  Sir  O.,  517  n,  527 
Mulgrave,  Governor,  refuses  dis¬ 
solution,  770 
Municipal  powers,  560 


NATAL,  removal  of  a  judge  in,  47  ; 
history  of  the  constitution,  92 ; 
responsible  government  for,  93- 
95 ;  mode  of  assenting  to  bills, 
163 ;  Deceased  Wife’s  Sister  Bill 
disallowed,  198 ;  bishopric  of, 
409, 416 ;  recorder  Cloete  wrong¬ 
fully  suspended,  845 
National  policy  tariff  of  Canada, 
231 

Naturalisation  of  aliens,  293,  295  ; 
of  German  settlers  in  Canada, 
296-299 ;  federal  and  provincial 
legislation  in  Canada,  299 
Naval  defence  of  the  colonies,  401 ; 
^  Australia,  402  ;  of  Canada,  404 
Navigation  laws  in  Canada,  225 
Neutrality  to  be  observed  by  colo¬ 
nies  towards  belligerent  powers, 
388 

New  Brunswick,  government  first 
established,  73  ;  school  question, 
458-463 ;  Orange  society  in,  483  ; 
extent  of  provincial  legislation, 
530 ;  fisheries,  561 ;  lieutenant- 
governor  refuses  assent  to  bills, 
586 ;  refuses  dissolution,  800 ; 
abolition  of  legislative  council, 
697  ;  legislative  council  reject  the 
supply  bill,  720  n ;  confederation 
question,  659  ;  prohibitory  liquor 
law,  660,  762;  list  of  lieutenant- 
governors  since  confederation,  897 
Newcastle,  Duke  of,  on  limits  of 
interference  of  a  governor,  630 
Newfoundland,  telegraph  legisla- 
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tion,  183 ;  attempt  to  negotiate 
better  trade  arrangements  with 
United  States,  274;  has  not 
entered  Canadian  dominion,  577 

New  Guinea,  annexation  of,  248 

New  South  Wales,  provisions  for 
superannuation,  44 ;  removal  of 
a  judge,  46  ;  title  of  ‘  honourable,’ 
55 ;  strength  of  cabinet,  ib. ;  pro¬ 
posal  to  make  office  of  attorney- 
general  non-political,  57 ;  minis¬ 
terial  exchange  of  duty,  61 ;  on 
change  of  government,  ministers 
do  not  require  re-election,  61 ; 
changes  of  government  in,  62 ; 
removal  of  magistrates  for  sign¬ 
ing  a  seditious  document,  91 ; 
action  of  assembly  on  Governor 
Robinson’s  confidential  minute 
to  ministers,  129 ;  mode  of  as¬ 
senting  to  bills,  162 ;  assessment 
on  pastimes  bill,  185 ;  divorce  \ 
legislation,  197 ;  prerogative  of 
mercy,  352;  Governor  Belmore  1 
on  irregular  expenditure,  633 ; 
Governor  Denison  refuses  to  in¬ 
crease  legislative  council,  657 ; 
also  Governor  Young  and  Lord 
Belmore,  658 ;  proposals  to  make 
Upper  House  elective,  659,  751 ; 
Governor  Denison  on  land  grants, 
661 ;  ditto,  Governor  Robinson, 
662 ;  upper  chamber,  701  ; 
Governor  Robinson  and  con¬ 
ditional  dissolution,  788-793; 
regulation  as  to  time  of  meeting 
of  New  Parliament,  779  n. ; 
opinions  of  Sir  T.  E.  May  and 
Speaker  Brand  on  dissolution, 
791 ;  ministerial  changes,  794 ; 
case  of  Judge  Willis,  830 ;  list  of 
governors  and  ministries  since 
date  of  responsible  government, 
898 

New  territories  (Canada),  pro¬ 
vision  for,  577 

New  Zealand,  governor’s  responsi¬ 
bility  in  martial  law,  38 ;  abolition 
of  pensions  in,  44 ;  removal  of 
a  judge,  46 ;  reconstruction  of 
ministry  in  1882,  53 ;  title  of 
‘  honourable,’  55 ;  strength  of 
cabinet,  56;  office  of  attorney- 
general,  57  ;  vacation  of  ministe¬ 
rial  seats,  60;  changes  of  mini¬ 


stry  in,  62 ;  one  minister  in  the 
Upper  Chamber,  65 ;  legislation 
against  obstruction,  70  ;  respon¬ 
sible  government  in,  84  ;  history 
of  the  constitution  of,  87  ;  new 
commission  to  governor,  89, 
115  ;  governor  declined  to  sub¬ 
mit  papers  to  Legislative  Council, 
129  ;  complaints  against  execu¬ 
tive  government  on  Maori  war, 
134,  629  n ;  Sir  G.  Bowen’s  case, 
153 ;  return  of  reserved  bills, 
158 ;  mode  of  assenting  to  bills, 
162  ;  Chinese  legislation,  192 ; 
Colonial  secretary  takes  exception 
to  remarks  made  by  the  Premier 
in  his  budget  speech,  205 ;  claims 
of  railway  contractors,  205  n ; 
Sir  G.  Grey’s  Bill  of  1883,  to 
repeal  the  constitution,  lost,  221  ; 
Permissive  island  annexation  bill 
passed,  221 ;  protests  against 
agent-general  entering  imperial 
parliament,  235 ;  Sir  J.  Vogel’s 
retirement  from  office,  237  ; 
military  medals  issued  by,  315  ; 
proclamations  of  amnesty,  360 ; 
ministerial  irregularity  in  mili¬ 
tary  matters,  388  ;  episcopal 
church  in,  416 ;  provincial  go¬ 
vernments  in,  427 ;  charges 
against  ministers  in  1883,  643;  ap¬ 
pointment  of  Mr.  Wilson  to  legisla¬ 
tive  council,  663;  governor  refuses 
ministers  to  veto  a  bill,  664  ;  Sir 
G.  Grey’s  complaint  against 
governor,  665 ;  Upper  House, 
701 ;  powers  of  two  Houses  in 
matters  of  supply,  705,  707 ; 
scheme  to  improve  Upper  House, 
706  ;  —  to  make  it  elective,'  752 ; 
Governor  Bowen  refuses  dissolu¬ 
tion,  775  ;  ministerial  defeats  and 
changes,  774-784;  Lord  Nor- 
manby  refuses  dissolution,  776  ; 
Governor  Robinson  grants  con¬ 
ditional  dissolution,  779  ;  Sir  G. 
Grey  tries  to  keep  Premier  out 
of  the  House,  782  ;  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  governor  and  Ballance 
ministry  in  1892,  821 ;  list  of  go¬ 
vernors  and  ministries  since  date 
of  responsible  government,  902. 
See  also  Chinese  questions :  Grey, 
Sir  G. :  Robinson,  Sir  H. 
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Niagara  Falls  International  bridge, 
concurrent  legislation,  238 
Non-interference  of  governors  be¬ 
tween  the  two  Houses,  819 
Normanby,  Marquis  of,  declines 
advice  of  minority,  68;  South 
Australia  said  to  have  objected  to, 
109 ;  declines  advice  pending  vote 
of  want  of  confidence,  663  ;  as¬ 
sents  to  bill  contrary  to  advice  of 
ministers,  664 ;  refuses  dissolu¬ 
tion,  776 

Northcote,  Sir  S.,  position  of  the 
Sovereign,  4 

North-west  territories,  535  ;  list  of 
lieut. -governors  since  confedera¬ 
tion,  898 

Nova  Scotia,  original  constitution 
and  responsible  government  in, 
73,  80-82 ;  appeals  to  crown 
against  confederation,  202 ;  pro¬ 
posed  appeal  re  fishery  award, 
203 ;  Great  Seal  case,  338 ;  mode 
of  enacting  and  assenting  to  bills, 
440;  provincial  legislation  and 
acts  disallowed,  530 ;  in  favour  of 
abolition  of  Upper  House,  576  n, 
696 ;  acts  vetoed  by  governor, 
586 ;  powers  and  privileges  of 
legislature,  690 ;  —  enlarged  by 
statute,  692 ;  governor  refuses  to 
grant  a  dissolution  to  ministry, 
770 ;  list  of  lieut. -governors  since 
confederation,  897 
Nowell,  Mr.  E.  C.,  167,  709  n,  710 
Nuisances,  legislation  concerning, 
in  Canada,  437,  566 


OATHS,  of  executive  councillors, 
49  ;  governor  empowered  to  ad¬ 
minister,  121 ;  to  Witnesses  Bill, 
in  Canada  disallowed,  179  ; 
another  Act  passed,  180 
O’Brien,  W.  E.,  M.P.,  speech  on 
Jesuit  Estate  Act,  485-487 
Obstruction  in  Queensland  rebuked, 
68;  in  New  Zealand  summarily 
dealt  with,  70 

Officers.  See  Civil  servants 
Official  despatches,  126 
Ontario,  executive  power  case,  367  ; 
powers  and  privileges  of  the  legis¬ 
lature,  522,  691  693  ;  extent  of 


legislation  and  acts  disallowed, 
529 ;  single  legislative  chamber, 
696 ;  list  of  lieut. -governors, 
897 

Ontario  and  Quebec  Arbitration 
case,  306  n.  See  also  Goodhue 
Estate  Act :  Mowat,  Sir  O. : 
Orange  societies:  Provincial  le¬ 
gislation. 

Orange  Societies,  in  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  483 ;  in  Canada  incorpo¬ 
rated,  484 

Orders  in  Council  (Imperial),  their 
operation  in  colonies,  228;  for 
government  of  new  colonies,  214 

—  (Colonial).  See  Governor  in 
Council 

Ouimet,  Hon.  J.  A.,  speech  on 
charges  against  Postmaster- 
General,  655 


PACAUD,  Mr.  See  Baie  des  Cha- 
leurs  railway  case,  669 
Pacific  Islands,  High  Commissioner 
of  the,  102,  248  ;  Protection  Act, 
248 

‘  Pacific  Scandal  ’  case,  640-643 

Palmer,  Sir  R.,  150 

Papal  claims  in  Great  Britain,  421 ; 

in  Canada,  423 
Pardon.  See  Mercy 
Parkes,  Sir  H.,  238  n ,  262,  353,  658, 
794 

Parliament,  verdict  of,  must  ulti¬ 
mately  prevail,  16,  22,  83,  615, 
819 ;  opened  and  closed  by  com¬ 
mission  or  proclamation,  35  n ; 
may  not  bind  its  successor,  243, 
246  ;  absolute  supremacy  of,  244, 
531 ;  the  term  defined,  683  ;  con¬ 
trasted  with  legislatures,  684  ;  no 
committee  to  sit  after  proroga- 
|  tion,  695 ;  to  be  promptly  con¬ 
vened  after  a  change  of  ministry, 
764,  779,  780,  803;  law  in  N.  S. 
Wales  as  to  writs,  779  n; —  ex¬ 
ceptions  to  this  rule,  803  n.  See 
also  Dissolution  of  Parliament : 
Imperial  Parliament :  Privileges 
and  powers  :  Two  Houses 
Parliamentary  government  in 
England,  1-24 ;  extension  to  the 
colonies,  25  et  seq. ;  adaptation  to 
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an  independent  community,  31. 
See  also  Responsible  government 
Party  government,  Sir  B.  Frere’s 
opinion  on,  101 

Patents  granted  in  the  colonies  do 
not  extend  to  England,  215 
Patterson,  reprieve  granted,  362 
Pauncefote  -  Blaine  extradition 
treaty,  288 

Pedder,  Chief  Justice,  complaints 
against,  133 

Peel,  Sir  R.,  ministerial  responsi¬ 
bility  during  interregnum,  18 
Pensions  and  superannuations  in 
the  colonies,  44 

Pitt,  Rt.  Hon.  Mr.,  on  taxation  of 
colonies,  210 

Political  grievances  in  Canada  prior 
to  1841-74 

—  questions  to  be  settled  in  parlia¬ 
ment,  67 

Powers  of  dominion  and  local  legis¬ 
latures,  433  etseq.,  544-546;  those 
assigned  to  dominion  may  not  be 
delegated  to  the  provincial,  570  ; 
concurrent  legislation,  434-438 

—  of  provincial  legislatures,  573 
Pratt,  Major-General,  332 
Precedence,  in  the  colonies,  316- 

331 ;  in  Canada  and  elsewhere 
compared,  317-321 ;  in  South 
Australia,  323 ;  governor  to  decide 
questions  of,  324  ;  of  wives  and 
public  officers,  325  ;  ecclesiastical, 
327 

Precious  metals,  rights  in,  571 
Prerogative  government,  2,  3 
Prerogatives  of  the  crown,  certain, 
reserved  for  expression  of  royal 
pleasure,  40 

—  royal,  cannot  be  taken  away  by 
implication,  309  n 

Presbyterian  Church  in  Scotland, 
244  ;  in  Canada,  412,  479 
Presents,  not  to  be  accepted  by  a 
governor  or  his  family,  141-143, 
152-154 ;  or  by  ex-governors, 
143;  unless  by  sanction  of  the 
Crown,  140 ;  not  to  be  given  by  a 
governor,  152 ;  forbidden  to  be 
received  by  any  servants  of  the 
Crown,  154 ;  case  of  Canadian 
lieut. -governors,  154 
Prime  Minister,  choice  of  the 
Crown,  17,  53;  dismissal  of,  677 


Prince  Consort,  services  of,  6 
Prince  Edward  Island,  jurisdiction 
to  a  governor  of,  in  divorce,  45  ; 
early  government,  73  ;  appeals 
to  the  Queen  on  fishery  award, 
203 ;  school  Acts,  463  ;  land  Acts, 
478 ;  Orange  Lodge  incorporation, 
483  ;  extent  of  provincial  legisla¬ 
tion,  530;  entered  Dominion  of 
Canada,  576 ;  Bill  abolishing 
Upper  House  not  assented  to, 
697  ;  list  of  lieut.-governors  since 
confederation,  898 
Private  rights,  legislation  affecting, 
205  n,  531 

Privileges  and  powers  of  local 
parliaments  and  legislatures,  523, 
687  ;  case  of  breach  of  privilege, 
690 ;  may  be  conferred  by  sta¬ 
tute,  691,  693 

Privy  Council  in  England,  appeals 
to,  or  judicial  committee  of,  305, 
309,  512,  546,  &c. ;  when  appeal 
will  not  be  allowed,  311 

- in  Canada,  54  ;  precedence  of 

privy  councillors,  318  ;  their  title, 
321.  See  also  Governor  in 
council 

Prohibitory  liquor  laws.  See  Tem¬ 
perance 

1  Property  and  civil  rights,’  concur¬ 
rent  legislation  in,  436 
Prorogation.  See  Parliament 
Protestant  clergy  in  Canada,  408 

—  faith,  legally  supreme  in  Great 
Britain,  420-425 

Provincial  governments,  under  con¬ 
trol  of  a  central  government,  426  ; 
in  New  Zealand,  427 ;  in  South 
Africa,  430  ;  in  Canada,  430,  576. 
See  also  Governor-General  of 
Canada  :  Lieut.  -  Governors  in 
Canada :  Provincial  legislation 
Provincial  legislatures  in  Canada, 
their  limited  jurisdiction,  433 ; 
and  see  Queen’s  counsel ;  their 
privileges  and  powers,  523,  573, 
690 ;  definable  by  statute,  691 

—  legislatures,  not  to  be  termed 
parliaments,  685  ;  in  New  Zea¬ 
land,  427 ;  in  self-governing,  and 
not  subordinate  colonies,  are  local 
parliaments,  685  ;  their  privileges 
and  powers,  523,  690.  See  also 
Legislation,  colonial 
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Provincial  legislation,  in  Dominion 
of  Canada,  extent  of  control  by 
government,  435 ;  precedents, 
458 

- New  Brunswick  School  Act, 

458 ;  Prince  Edward  Island 
School  Act,  463  ;  Manitoba  School 
Act,  465 ;  Prince  Edward  Island 
Land  Acts,  478 ;  Ontario  and 
Quebeq  Presbyterian  Acts,  479  ; 
Jesuit  Estate  Act,  484 

- constitutional  practice  in, 

514  ;  invalid  if  in  excess  of  pre¬ 
scribed  powers,  337,  538 

- concurrent,  by  Dominion  and 

provincial  authority,  299,  434, 
482,  559 

- disallowance  of  acts  by  gover¬ 
nor-general  in  council,  521,  527- 
537  ;  extent  of  disallowance  since 
1867,  529  ;  Domhiion  government 
should  not  shrink  from  its  respon¬ 
sibility  in  disallowance,  537 ; 
prerogative,  right  of,  527,  587 

- powers  of,  as  defined  by  law 

courts,  336,  544-575;  enacted 
and  assented  to  in  the  name 
of  the  Sovereign,  440,  585 ; 
except  in  certain  provinces,  440 

—  - —  lieut. -governors  withhold  as¬ 
sent  to  bills,  or  reserve  bills  for 
governor-general’s  consideration. 
See  Bills.  Powers  of  governor- 
general  in  respect  to,  443 ;  how 
exercised,  444,  511 

- -  controversy  between  Imperial 

and  Dominion  governments  over, 
445-452;  how  settled,  452-455 

- questions  concerning,  to  be 

decided  by  Dominion  government, 
456 ;  unless  in  certain  cases 
which  require  Imperial  inter¬ 
ference,  512 

- lawful  powers  not  to  be  en¬ 
croached  upon  by  dominion 
executive  or  parliament,  447, 
526  ;  such  powers  being  absolute 
and  supreme,  456,  526.  See  also 
Lieut.-governors  in  Canada  :  Su¬ 
preme  court 

- in  New  Zealand,  how  far 

controlled  by  general  govern¬ 
ment,  429 

—  delegation  of  legislative  powers, 
547 


Provincial  rights  in  Canada, 447, 511. 
524-533,  618,  621 

Public  expenditure.  See  Supply 
—  officers.  See  Civil  servants 


QUALIFICATION  for  sitting  in 
colonial  parliaments,  701 
Quebec  province,  powers  and  privi¬ 
leges  of  legislature,  523,  691-693,. 
694  n ;  extent  of  legislation,  and 
acts  disallowed,  530 ;  list  of  lieu¬ 
tenant-governors,  897.  See  also 
Joly,  Mr. :  Letellier,  Lieutenant- 
Governor  :  Provincial  Legislation : 
Provincial  Legislatures :  Provin¬ 
cial  Plights 

Quebec,  Montreal  and  Occidental 
Railway,  482 
—  Timber  Company,  539 
Queen’s  counsel,  their  appointment 
in  Canada,  333-338 
Queensland,  pension  system  in,  44 ; 
removal  of  a  judge,  46 ;  title  of 
‘  Honourable,’  54;  strength  of 
cabinet,  56 ;  appearance,  in  1866, 
of  new  ministers  in  assembly 
simply  as  executive  councillors, 
60 ;  ministers  do  not  seek  re- 
election  on  change  of  govern¬ 
ment,  61 ;  changes  of  ministry 
in,  62 ;  parliamentary  deadlock, 
67-69 ;  responsible  government 
in,  89;  islands  adjacent  annexed 
to,  92 ;  motion  for  despatches- 
rejected,  129 ;  mode  of  assenting 
to  bills,  162 ;  paper  currency 
crisis,  185  ;  Chinese  immigration 
into,  187 ;  annexation  of  New 
Guinea,  249  ;  Duke  of  Newcastle 
to  Governor  Bowen  on  limits  of 
governor’s  powers,  630;  Upper 
House,  701,  749  ;  contractors’  dis¬ 
qualification,  703  ;  legislative 
disputes  in  supply,  749-751 ; 
advice  of  Crown  law  officers  on 
removal  of  a  judge,  836 ;  list  of 
governors  and  ministries  since 
date  of  responsible  government, 
901.  See  also  Bowen,  Sir  G. : 
Chinese  question  :  Currency 

RAILWAY  legislation  in  Canada,. 
206-208,  482,  560 
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Bamsay,  Mr.  Justice,  281 
Becess  Committees.  See  Parlia¬ 
ment 

Beciprocity  between  Canada  and 
United  States,  232,  270 
‘  Begnlation  of  trade  and  commerce,’ 
interpretation,  535 
Belations  between  central  and  local 
legislatures,  600 

Beligious  equality  in  the  colonies, 
409 

—  Societies.  See  Ecclesiastical 
matters 

Bepugnancy.  See  Legislation, 
Colonial 

Beserved  bills,  163,  174-198 ;  by  a 
lieutenant-governor,  519 

—  powers  of  Imperial  parliament, 
242 

Besident  minister  for  Canada,  235, 
896 ;  for  other  colonies,  236 
Besignation  of  ministry.  See 

Ministers 

Besolutions  of  Canadian  Assembly 
on  responsible  government,  76 
Besponsible  government,  intro¬ 
duced  into  the  colonies,  25,  33. 

49,  73-106,  625,  825;  in  the 
Canadian  provinces,  591,  610; 
applied  to  commercial  legisla¬ 
tion,  213.  See  also  Local  Self- 

Government 

Bevenue  and  expenditure,  control 
of,  by  the  colonies,  217 

—  bills  originate  in  lower  house, 
706 

Bevolution  of  1688,  2,  824 
Bichards,  Chief  Justice  Sir  W.  B., 
529,  691 

Bipon,  Marquess  of,  on  ministerial 
advice,  823 

Bitchie,  Chief  Justice  Sir  W.  J., 
469,  545 

Bivers  and  Streams  Act  of  Ontario, 
516,  532  n 

Bobertson,  Sir  J.,  352,  792-795 
Bobinson,  Governor  Sir  H.,  his 
minute  in  certain  case  presented 
to  parliament,  129 ;  exercise  of 
prerogative  of  mercy,  353 ;  action 
in  Bossi’s  case,  376;  on  appoint¬ 
ments  to  legislative  council,  658 ; 
signing  land  grants,  662 ;  grants 
a  dissolution  to  Sir  G.  Grey, 
779  ;  unwarrantable  conduct  to, 


by  Sir  G.  Grey,  783  ;  asks  im¬ 
perial  advice  on  conditional  dis¬ 
solution,  788 ;  his  speeches, 
813  n 

Bobitaille,  Lieutenant  -  Governor, 
refuses  a  dissolution  to  Mr.  Joly, 
795 

Bogers,  Sir  F.  See  Blachford, 
Lord 

Boman  Catholic  church  and  clergy 
in  the  colonies,  rank  and  titles  of 
ministers,  318  n,  328 ;  position 
in  British  empire,  420;  position 
in  Canada,  423-425 
Boman  Catholic  schools  in  New 
Brunswick,  458;  in  Prince  Ed¬ 
ward  Island,  463 ;  in  Manitoba, 
465 

Borne,  diplomatic  relations  with, 
423.  See  Ecclesiastical  matters 
Bosebery- Phelps  convention,  284 
Bossi,  Captain,  case  of,  376 
Boutine  business,  637 
‘  Boyal,’  permission  must  be  given 
for  the  use  of  this  prefix,  343 
Boyal  Assent.  See  Bills ;  Provin¬ 
cial  legislation 

—  instructions  to  governors,  their 
issue  and  authority,  34,  114-122, 
125  and  note,  214 

—  Military  College  of  Canada,  394, 
400 

—  supremacy  in  ecclesiastical  mat¬ 
ters,  in  England,  406 ;  in  the 
colonies,  415,  420  ;  as  opposed  to 
Papal  claims,  421-423 

Bussell,  Earl,  despatches  on  re¬ 
sponsible  government,  75, 627, 826 
Byland’s  case,  513 


ST.  CATHEBINE’S  Milling  and 
Lumbering  Company  case,  572 

St.  Michael  and  St.  George,  Order 
of  Knighthood,  331 ;  bestowed  on 
Canadians,  332 

Salutes,  military  and  naval,  317 ; 
not  given  to  Canadian  lieutenant- 
governors,  582  n 

Sanderson,  Chief  Justice,  case  of, 
832 

Scanlen,  Sir  T.  C.,  56 

School  question,  New  Brunswick, 
458 ;  Prince  Edward  Island, 
463 ;  Manitoba,  465 
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Scotland,  church  of,  disruption, 
244.  See  also  Presbyterian 
Seal,  the  great,  use  of,  in  a  colony, 
338;  controversy  in  Nova  Scotia, 
340 ;  adopted  by  lieutenant- 
governors  in  Council  in  the  pro¬ 
vinces  of  Canada,  342 
Seamen,  228  n.  See  also  Merchant 
Shipping:  Maritime  Jurisdiction 
Second  chamber,  advantages  of, 
698,  &c. ;  scheme  to  improve, 
706.  See  Senate  :  Two  Houses  : 
Upper  House 

Secret  societies  legislation,  175. 

See  also  Orange  Societies 
Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonies, 
his  office  and  responsibility,  107, 
122,  124 ;  list  of,  from  date  of 
responsible  government,  895 
—  for  Canada,  his  appropriate  func¬ 
tion,  606 

Senate  of  Canada,  number  of 
ministers  in,  63  ;  appointment  of 
additional  senators  refused  by 
the  Crown,  204 ;  precedence  of 
senators,  320 ;  their  title,  321 ; 
qualification  of,  700.  See  also 
Upper  House 

Sendall,  Sir  W.,  and  appointment 
to  Natal,  109 

Separate  Schools.  See  Roman 
Catholic  Schools 

Sessional  indemnity  to  members  in 
colonies,  702  n 

Sessions,  legislative,  held  annually, 
439 

Shea,  Sir  A.,  Newfoundland  objects 
to  his  appointment  as  governor, 
109 

Shipping.  See  Merchant  Shipping 
Simcoe,  Lieutenant-Governor,  74  n 
Single  chamber,  advantages  of, 
697  n 

Smyth,  Lieutenant  -  General  Sir 
E.  S.,  404 

Solicitor-General,  office  of,  57 
South  Africa,  Queen’s  High  Com¬ 
missioner  for,  99,  383  n,  390, 
independent  powers  of,  100 ; 
proposed  provincial  governments 
for,  430.  See  also  Cape  of  Good 
Hope 

South  Australia,  officials  not  to 
take  part  in  politics,  43  n ;  abo¬ 
lition  of  pensions,  44 ;  removal 


of  a  judge,  47  ;  title  of  1  Honour¬ 
able,’  54 ;  responsible  govern¬ 
ment  in,  56,  60,  84 ;  change  of 
ministry,  62 ;  legislative  council 
in  1877  gave  control  of  business 
to  a  member  of  the  opposition, 
66;  cloture  legislation,  70;  re¬ 
vised  instructions  to  governor, 
114;  disallowance  of  colonial 
acts,  158;  mode  of  assenting  to 
bills,  162 ;  civil  and  ecclesias¬ 
tical  precedence,  323-328 ;  de¬ 
fence  of  colony,  396 ;  Upper 
House,  701  ;  rights  of  the  two 
Houses  in  supply,  710;  dispute 
concerning  supply,  711  ;  legisla¬ 
tive  council,  754;  dissolution 
granted  in  opposition  to  ex¬ 
pressed  wish  of  both  Houses, 
771;  case  of  Judge  Boothby, 
846-856;  list  of  governors  and 
ministries  since  date  of  respon¬ 
sible  government,  900.  See  Aus¬ 
tralia  :  Upper  House 
Sovereign  personally  irresponsible, 
2,  18 ;  not  a  cipher,  4 ;  position 
and  powers  under  parliamentary 
government,  4,  10, 21 ;  beneficial 
influence,  11,  12,  16 ;  political 
functions,  24.  See  also  Crown  : 
Dissolution  of  Parliament :  Minis¬ 
ters  :  Victoria,  Queen 
Speaker  of  Cape  Assembly  refuses 
to  put  an  unconstitutional  motion, 
53,  385 

—  of  Lower  House  (assembly, 
Commons,  or  aHouse  of  Represen¬ 
tatives),  his  precedence,  320;  re¬ 
ceives  honours  from  the  Crown, 
315;  title,  321,  322  n  ;  gives  a 
casting  vote  on  motion  of  want 
of  confidence  in  ministers,  69, 
602,  663,776;  ride  which  should 
govern  such  a  vote,  714  n,  776; 
in  Australia  nominates  to  legisla¬ 
tive  offices,  42 

—  of  Upper  House,  precedence  and 
title,  320,  321 

Spragge,  Chancellor,  526 
Stamp  Act  (English)  of  1765,  211 

—  (Canadian),  557 

Statutes,  colonial,  interpretation  of, 
302 ;  precedents,  303 
Stockmar,  Baron,  8 
Strong,  Sir  S.  H.,  527 
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Straits  Settlements,  church  endow¬ 
ment,  411 ;  removal  of  judges  in, 
846 

Subsidy,  local  taxation  towards, 
546  n 

Superannuation,  civil  service,  in 
various  colonies,  44 

Supervision  of  provincial  legislation, 
practice,  514 

Supply,  rights  of  both  Houses  in 
grants  of,  633,  662,  705-748,  799  ; 
Governor’s  duty  in  initiating 
supply  votes,  637 ;  claims  of 
elective  Upper  Chambers  in,  710 ; 
extraordinary  grant  of,  in  New 
Zealand,  783  ;  ought  to  be  granted 
before  a  dissolution  of  parliament, 
785  ;  —  as  in  England,  788  ;  — 
though  not  in  the  colonies,  788  ; 
dissolutions  conditional  on  grant 
of,  789-793 

Supreme  Court  judges  in  Australia, 
321  n  ;  in  Victoria  applied  to,  to 
redress  governmental  abuses,  732, 
737 

- of  Canada,  bill  to  establish, 

184 ;  its  jurisdiction  and  import¬ 
ance,  308,  538-575;  appeals  to, 
and  from  the  court,  309,  539, 
546 ;  judgment  final,  saving 
where  appeal  is  allowed  by  grace, 
310 ;  may  be  consulted  by  senate 
or  commons  upon  private  bills, 
539 ;  precedence  of  judges,  319, 
320 ;  its  decision  on  Queen’s 
counsel  case,  336  ;  on  clerical  in¬ 
terference  at  elections,  425 ;  on 
Dominion  elections  trial  act,  542 ; 
on  privileges  of  local  legislatures, 
691 

- in  England,  306 

Sutton,  Governor,  on  a  prohibitory 
liquor  Act,  661.  See  Canterbury, 
Lord 

Suzerainty,  meaning  of,  390  n 

Sydenham,  Lord,  74,  75  n,  77 

Synods  of  colonial  Churches,  how 
incorporated,  411 


TARIFFS,  colonial,  formerly  regti- 
lated  by  Imperial  Parliament, 
209-213,  222 ;  now  settled  by 
self-governing  colonies,  223,  255  ; 
Canadian  protective  tariff,  231 ; 


Victoria  protective  tariff,  136, 719;. 
in  all  Australia,  258.  See  also 
Trade 

Taschereau,  Mr.  Justice,  545 

Tasmania,  no  system  of  pensions 
in,  44 ;  removal  of  a  judge,  47 ; 
title  of  ‘Honourable’  in,  55; 
strength  of  cabinet,  56  ;  changes 
of  government,  62  ;  Imperial  Act 
conferring  constitution,  84  ;  policy 
of  withholding  despatches,  128  ; 
Sir  W.  Denison’s  case,  152  ;  dis¬ 
allowance  of  colonial  Acts,  158 ; 
leg.  council  in  1880  adjourned 
for  three  months,  162 ;  mode  of 
assenting  to  bills,  162 ;  prero¬ 
gative  of  mercy  358  ;  Governor 
Weld  on  unauthorised  expendi¬ 
ture,  662  ;  powers  under  Con¬ 
stitution  Act,  690  ;  Upper  House, 
701 ;  disqualification  in,  703 ; 
opinion  of  Mr.  E.  C.  Nowell  on 
question  of  money  bills  in  both 
Houses,  710 ;  legislative  council 
censures  the  Government  leader 
of  the  House,  718 ;  question  be¬ 
tween  two  Houses  in  supply,  716 ; 
ministerial  changes  in,  784-787  ; 
in  1879  dissolution  refused,  786  ; 
case  of  Judge  Montagu,  831 ; 
list  of  governors  and  ministries 
since  date  of  responsible  govern¬ 
ment,  903 

Taxation,  of  colonies  by  Imperial 
Parliament,  210 ;  limitations 
thereof,  213,  222 ;  for  subsidy, 
546  n ;  powers  of,  possessed  by 
Canadian  provincial  legislatures, 
555,  548,  565 ;  of  banks  and  in¬ 
surance,  563 

Taxes,  interest  charged  on  overdue, 
legal,  560.  See  also  Assessment 
Laws  :  Tariffs 

Taylor,  Mr.  F.,  78  n 

Tea  duty  and  American  rebellion, 
212 

Temperance  legislation  in  Canada, 
547-555 

Territorial  governments  in  North- 
Western  Canada,  how  established 
and  controlled,  178,  535,  580 ;  in 
the  United  States,  536  n.  See 
also  Indians 

Territorial  Waters  Jurisdiction  Act, 
248 
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Thompson,  Right  Hon.  Sir  John, 
copyright  legislation  in  Canada, 
182  ;  speech  on  Jesuit  Estates 
Act,  490  -507  ;  speech  on  charges 
against  Ministers,  650 
Thrasher  case,  566 
Titular  distinctions  in  Canada,  321; 
list  of,  in  Australia  and  Canada, 
331  n 

Torrington,  Lord,  inquiry,  141  n 
Trade,  colonial,  how  regulated,  222- 
232.  See  also  Coasting  Trade : 
Tariffs 

—  intercolonial,  in  Australia,  256  ; 
in  British  North  America,  255 ; 
powers  of  legislation  in  regard  to 
trade  and  commerce  under  Con¬ 
federation  Act,  546,  548 ;  between 
British  colonies  and  foreign 
countries,  how  regulated,  267. 
See  also  Treaties  :  United  States 

Trading  companies  jurisdiction, 
limited  to  incorporation,  540 
Transfer  of  railways,  560 
Transvaal  territory,  390 
Treaties,  affecting  Chinese  immigra¬ 
tion  into  British  colonies,  187- 
195  ;  into  United  States,  196 

—  affecting  colonial  trade,  228 ; 
extension  of  treaty  privileges  to 
colonies,  265 ;  how  contracted, 
247 ;  privileges  to  Canada  in 
negotiating,  267,  268  ;  interpreta¬ 
tion  and  enforcement  of,  272 ; 
stipulations  of,  when  not  ob¬ 
served,  275 

—  with  Indians  in  Canada,  253. 
See  Extradition:  Naturalisation 

Troops,  imperial  and  colonial,  co¬ 
operation  with,  380  ;  withdrawal 
of  imperial  from  the  colonies,  391 
Tupper,  Sir  Charles,  co-plenipoten¬ 
tiary  to  conduct  negotiations,  268 ; 
High  Commissioner  for  Canada, 
896 

Two  Houses  of  Parliament,  duty  of 
ministers  to  maintain  harmony 
between,  64  ;  constitutional 
powers  of  the,  705  ;  dissolution  of 
Parliament  to  restore  harmony 
between,  731,  784,  798 
— -  —  or  one  legislative  Chamber, 
in  the  colonies,  695  ;  abolition  of 
Upper  House  in  certain  Canadian 
provinces,  696  ;  advantages  of  a 


second  Chamber,  698 ;  composi¬ 
tion  of,  in  different  colonies,  700  ; 
appointment  of  all  officers  of 
Parliament  on  nomination  of  the 
Speaker,  42.  See  also  Supply  : 
Upper  House 

ULTRAMONTANISM  in  Canada, 
425 

United  States  of  America,  Chinese 
immigration  into,  196 ;  revolu¬ 
tion  in  1766,  210,  211 ;  inde¬ 
pendence  acknowledged,  212  ; 
reciprocal  trade  with  Canada, 
232,  270 

Upper  Canada,  government  first 
established,  73 

—  House  in  the  colonies,  34 ;  num¬ 
ber  of  cabinet  ministers  in,  in 
various  colonies,  63-66 ;  limit  to 
its  membership  in  Canada, 204 ;  — 
in  Australia,  700 ; '  membership 
in  New  South  Wales,  658, 701 ;  — 
in  New  Zealand,  663,  701,  752, 
821 ;  powers  and  privileges  of  an, 
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Ferdinand  Praeger.  Crown  8vo.,  7 5.  6 d. 

Walford. — T  welve  English  Author¬ 
esses.  By  L.  B.  Walford,  Author  of 
‘  Mischief  of  Monica,’  &c.  With  Portrait  ot 
Hannah  More.  Crown  8vo.,  45.  6 d. 

Wellington. — Life  of  the  Duke  of 
Wellington.  By  the  Rev.  G.  R.  Gleig, 
M.A.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Wordsworth.  —  Works  by  Charles 
Wordsworth,  D.C.L.,  late  Bishon  of  St. 
Andrews. 

Annals  of  My  Early  Life,  1806-1846. 
8vo.,  155. 

Annals  of  My  Life,  1847-1856.  8vo. 
105.  6 d. 


Travel  and  Adventure,  the  Colonies.  &e. 


Arnold. — Seas  and  Lands.  By  Sir  Ed¬ 
win  Arnold,  K.C.I.E.,  Author  of  ‘The 
Light  of  the  World,’  &c.  Reprinted  letters 
from  the  ‘  Daily  Telegraph  ’.  With  71 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

AUSTRALIA  AS  IT  IS,  or,  Facts  and 
Features,  Sketches  and  Incidents  of 
Australia  and  Australian  Life,  with 
Notices  of  New  Zealand.  By  A  Clergy¬ 
man,  thitteen  years  resident  in  the  interior 
of  New  South  Wales,  Crown  8vo.,  5 5. 

Baker. — Works  by  Sir  Samuel  White 
Baker. 

Eight  Years  in  Ceylon.  With  6  Illus¬ 
trations.  Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

The  Rifle  and  the  Hound  in  Ceylon. 
6  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Bent. — Works  by  J.  Theodore  Bent, 
F.S.A.,  F.R.G.S. 

The  Ruined  Cities  of  Mashonaland: 
being  a  Record  of  Excavation  and  Ex¬ 
ploration  in  1891.  With  a  Chapter  on 
the  Orientation  and  Mensuration  of  the 
Temples.  By  R.  M.  W.  Swan.  With 
Map,  13  Plates,  and  104  Illustrations  in 
the  Text.  Crown  8vo.,  7 s.  6 d. 

The  Sacred  City  of  the  Ethiopians: 
being  a  Record  of  Travel  and  Research  in 
Abyssinia  in  1893.  With  8  Plates  and  65 
Illustrations  in  the  Text.  8vo.,  185. 


Brassey.— Works  by  the  late  Lady 
Brasey. 

The  Last  Voyage  to  India  and  Aus¬ 
tralia  in  the  ‘  Sunbeam.’  With  Charts 
and  Maps,  and  40  Illustrations  in  Mono¬ 
tone,  and  nearly  200  Illustrations  in  the 
Text  8vo.,  215. 

A  Voyage  in  the  ‘  Sunbeam  ’ ;  Our 
Home  on  the  Ocean  for  Eleven 
Months. 

Library  Edition.  With  8  Maps  and 

Charts,  and  118  Illustrations.  8vo.  215. 
Cabinet  Edition.  With  Map  and  66 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 
Silver  Library  Edition.  With  66  Illustra¬ 
tions.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Popular  Edition.  With  60  Illustrations. 

4to.,  6 d.  sewed,  is.  cloth. 

School  Edition.  With  37  Illustrations. 
Fcp.,  25.  cloth,  or  35.  white  parchment. 
Sunshine  and  Storm  in  the  East. 
Library  Edition.  With  2  Maps  and  141 
Illustrations.  8vo.,  215. 

Cabinet  Edition.  With  2  Maps  and  114 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 
Popular  Edition.  With  103  Illustrations. 
4to.,  6 d.  sewed,  15.  cloth. 

In  the  Trades,  the  Tropics,  and  the 
‘  Roaring  Forties’. 

Cabinet  Edition.  With  Map  and  220 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 
Popular  Edition.  With  183  Illustrations. 
4to.,  6 d.  sewed,  15.  cloth. 

Three  Voyages  in  the  ‘Sunbeam’. 
Popular  Edition.  With  346  Illustrations. 
4to.,  25.  6 d. 
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Travel  and  Adventure,  the  Colonies,  &e. — continued. 


Curzon. —  Persia  and  the  Persian 
Question.  With  g  Maps,  g6  Illustrations, 
Appendices,  and  an  Index.  By  the  Hon. 
George  N.  Curzon,  M.P.,  late  Fellow  of 
All  Souls  College,  Oxford.  2  vols.  8vo.,  42s. 

Froude. — Works  by  James  A.  Froude. 
Oceana  :  or  England  and  her  Colonies. 
With  g  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  is. 
boards,  is.  6 d.  cloth. 

The  English  in  the  West  Indies:  or, 
the  Bow  of  Ulysses.  With  g  Illustrations. 
Crown  8vo.,  is.  boards,  is.  6 d.  cloth. 

Howard. — Life  with  Trans-Siberian 
Savages.  By  B.  Douglas  Howard,  M.A. 
Crown  8vo. ,  6s. 

Howitt. — Visits  to  Remarkable  Places. 
Old  Halls,  Battle-Fields,  Scenes,  illustrative 
of  Striking  Passages  in  English  History  and 
Poetry.  By  William  Howitt.  With  80 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Knight  . — Works  by  E.  F.  Knight,  author 
of  the  Cruise  of  the  ‘  Falcon  ’. 

The  Cruise  of  the  ‘  Alerte  ’ :  the  nar¬ 
rative  of  a  Search  for  Treasure  on  the 
Desert  Island  of  Trinidad.  With  2  Maps 
and  23  Illustrations.  Crown,8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Where  Three  Empires  Meet:  a  Nar¬ 
rative  of  Recent  Travel  in  Kashmir, 
Western  Tibet,  Baltistan,  Ladak,  Gilgit, 
and  the  adjoining  Countries.  With  a 
Map  and  54  Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  7s.  6d. 

Lees  and  Clutterbuck.— B.  C.  1887  :  A 
Ramble  in  British  Columbia.  By  J.  A. 
Lees  and  W.  J.  Clutterbuck,  Authors  of 
‘Three  in  Norway’.  With  Map  and  75 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Nansen. — Works  by  Ur.  Fridtjof  N  ansen. 

The  First  Crossing  of  Greenland. 
With  numerous  Illustrations  and  a  Map. 
Crown  8vo.,  js.  6 d. 

Eskimo  Life.  Translated  by  William 
Archer.  With  31  Illustrations.  8vo., 
165. 


Peary. — My  Arctic  Journal  :  a  Year 
among  Ice-Fields  and  Eskimos.  By 
Josephine  Diebitsch-Peary.  With  an 
Account  of  the  Great  White  Journey 
across  Greenland.  By  Robert  E.  Peary, 
Civil  Engineer,  U.S.  Navy.  With  ig 
Plates,  3  Sketch  Maps,  and  44  Illustrations 
in  the  Text.  8vo.,  12 s. 

Pratt. — To  the  Snows  of  Tibet  through 
China.  By  A.  E.  Pratt,  F.R.G.S.  With 
33  Illustrations  and  a  Map.  8vo.,  i8j. 

Riley. — Athos  :  or,  the  Mountain  of  the 
Monks.  By  Athelstan  Riley,  M.A. 
With  Map  and  2g  Illustrations.  8vo.,  215. 

Rockhill. — The  Land  of  the  Lamas: 
Notes  of  a  Journey  through  China,  Mon¬ 
golia,  and  Tibet.  By  William  Wood- 
ville  Rockhill.  With  2  Maps  and  61 
Illustrations.  8vo.,  155. 

Stephens. — Madoc  :  An  Essay  on  the 
Discovery  of  America,  by  Madoc  ap  Owen 
Gwynedd,  in  the  Twelfth  Century.  By 
Thomas  Stephens.  Edited  by  Llywarch 
Reynolds,  B.A.  Oxon.  8vo.,  7 s.  6 d. 

THREE  IN  NORWAY.  By  Two  ofThem. 
With  a  Map  and  5g  Illustrations.  Crown 
8vo.,  2 s.  boards,  is.  6 d.  cloth. 

Von  Hohnel. — Discovery  of  Lakes 
Rudolf  and  Stefanie  :  A  Narrative  of 
Count  Samuel  Teleki’s  Exploring  and 
Hunting  Expedition  in  Eastern  Equatorial 
Africa  in  1887  and  1888.  By  Lieutenant 
Ludwig  von  Hohnel.  Translated  by 
Nancy  Bell  (N.  D’Anvers).  With  i7g 
Illustrations  and  5  Coloured  Maps.  2  vols. 
8vo.,  42s. 

Whishaw.— Out  of  Doors  in  Tsarland  : 
a  Record  of  the  Seeings  and  Doings  of  a 
Wanderer  in  Russia.  By  Fred.  J.  Whishaw. 
Crown  8vo.,  7 s.  6 d. 

Wolff.— Works  by  Henry  W.  Wolff. 
Rambles  in  the  Black  Forest.  Crown 
8vo.,  js.  6 d. 

The  Watering  Places  of  the  Vosges. 
Crown  8vo.,  4s.  6 d. 

The  Country  of  the  Vosges.  With  a 
Map.  8vo.,  i2s. 


Sport  and  Pastime. 


Campbell-Walker.— The  Correct  Card  : 
or,  How  to  Play  at  Whist ;  a  Whist  Cate¬ 
chism.  By  Major  A.  Campbell-Walker, 
F.R.G.S.  Fcp.  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 


DEAD  SHOT  (THE) :  or,  Sportsman’s 
Complete  Guide.  BeingaTreatiseonthe  Use 
of  the  Gun,  with  Rudimentary  and  Finishing 
Lessons  on  the  Art  of  Shooting  Game  of  all 
kinds,  also  Game  Driving,  Wild-Fowl  and 
Pigeon  Shooting,  Dog  Breaking,  etc.  By 
Marksman.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 
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Sport  and  Pastime — continued. 

THE  BADMINTON  LIBRARY. 

Edited  by  the  Duke  of  Beaufort,  K.G.,  assisted  by  Alfred  E.  T.  Watson. 


ATHLETICS  AND  FOOTBALL.  By 
Montague  Shearman.  With  51  Illustra¬ 
tions.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

BIG  GAME  SHOOTING.  By  C. 
Phillipps-Wolley,  F.  C.  Selous,  W. 
G.  Littledale,  Colonel  Percy,  Fred. 
Jackson,  Major  H.  Percy,  W.  C.  Oswell, 
Sir  Henry  Pottinger,  Bart.,  and  the 
Earl  of  Kilmorey.  With  Contributions 
by  other  Writers.  With  Illustrations  by 
Charles  Whymper  and  others.  2  vols. 
Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 A.  each.  [In  the  press. 

BOATING.  By  W.  B.  Woodgate. 
With  an  Introduction  by  the  Rev.  Ed¬ 
mond  Warre,  D.D.,  and  a  Chapter  on 
‘  Rowing  at  Eton,’  by  R.  Harvey  Mason. 
With  49  Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

COURSING  AND  FALCONRY.  By 
Harding  Cox  and  the  Hon.  Gerald 
Lascelles.  With  76  Illustrations.  Cr. 
8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

CRICKET.  By  A.  G.  Steel  and  the 
Hon.  R.  H.  Lyttelton.  With  Contri¬ 
butions  by  Andrew  Lang,  R.  A.  H. 
Mitchell,  W.  G.  Grace,  and  F.  Gale. 
With  64  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  10s.  6 d. 

CYCLING.  By  Viscount  Bury  (Earl 
of  Albemarle),  K.C.M.G.,  and  G.  Lacy 
Hillier.  With  89  Illustrations.  Crown 
8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

DRIVING.  By  the  Duke  of  Beaufort. 
With  65  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

FENCING.  BOXING,  AND  WREST¬ 
LING.  By  Walter  H.  Pollock,  F.  C. 
Grove,  C.  Prevost,  E.  B.  Mitchell, 
and  Walter  Armstrong.  With  42 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

FISHING.  By  H.  Cholmondeley- 
Pennell.  With  Contributions  by  the 
Marquis  of  Exeter,  Henry  R.  Francis, 
Major  John  P.  Traherne,  Frederic  M. 
Halford,  G.  Christopher  Davies,  R. 
B.  Marston,  &c. 

Vol.  I.  Salmon,  Trout,  and  Grayling. 
With  158  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo., 
105.  6 d. 

Vol.  II.  Pike  and  other  Coarse  Fish. 
With  133  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo., 
105.  6 d. 

GOLF.  By  Horace  G.  Hutchinson, 
the  Rt.  Hon.  A.  J.  Balfour,  M.P.,  Sir  W. 
G.  Simpson,  Bart.,  Lord  Wellwood,  H. 
S.  C.  Everard,  Andrew  Lang,  and  other 
Writers.  With  89  Illustrations.  Crown 
8vo.,  105.  6 d. 


HUNTING.  By  the  Duke  of  Beau¬ 
fort,  K.G.,  and  Mowbray  Morris.  With 
Contributions  by  the  Earl  of  Suffolk 
and  Berkshire,  Rev.  E.  W.  L.  Davies, 
Digby  Collins,  and  Alfred  E.  T. 
Watson.  With  53  Illustrations.  Crown 
8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

MOUNTAINEERING.  By  C.  T.  Dent, 
Sir  F.  Pollock,  Bart.,  W.  M.  Conway, 
Douglas  Freshfield,  C.  E.  Mathews, 
C.  Pilkington,  and  other  Writers.  With 
108  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

RACING  AND  STEEPLE  -  CHAS¬ 
ING.  By  the  Earl  of  Suffolk  and 
Berkshire  and  W.  G.  Craven.  With  a 
Contribution  by  the  Hon.  F.  Lawley. 
Steeple-chasing :  By  Arthur  Coventry 
and  Alfred  E.  T.  Watson.  With  58 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

RIDING  AND  POLO.  By  Captain 
Robert  Weir,  J.  Moray  Brown,  the 
Duke  of  Beaufort,  K.G.,  the  Earl  of 
Suffolk  and  Berkshire,  &c.  With  5g 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

SHOOTING.  By  Lord  Walsingham 
and  Sir  Ralph  Payne-Gallwey,  Bart. 
With  Contributions  by  Lord  Lovat, 
Lord  Charles  Lennox  Kerr,  the 
Hon.  G.  Lascelles,  and  A.  J.  Stuart- 
Wortley. 

Vol.  I.  Field  and  Covert.  With  105  Illus¬ 
trations.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

Vol.  II.  Moor  and  Marsh.  With  65  Illus¬ 
trations.  Crown  8vo.,  xos.  6 d. 
SKATING,  CURLING,  TOBOGGAN¬ 
ING,  AND  OTHER  ICE  SPORTS.  By 
J.  M.  Heathcote,  C.  G.  Tebbutt,  T. 
Maxwell  Witham,  the  Rev.  John  Kerr, 
Ormond  Hake,  and  Colonel  Buck.  With 
284  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  10s.  6 d. 

SWIMMING.  By  Archibald  Sinclair 
and  William  Henry,  Hon.  Secs,  of  the 
Life  Saving  Society.  With  119  Illustra¬ 
tions.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

TENNIS,  LAWN  TENNIS, 
RACKETS  AND  FIVES.  By  J.  M. 
and  C.  G.  Heathcote,  E.  O.  Pleydell- 
Bouverie  and  A.  C.  Ainger.  With  Con¬ 
tributions  by  the  Hon.  A.  Lyttelton, 
W.  C.  Marshall,  Miss  L.  Dod,  H.  W. 
W.  Wilberforce,  H.  F.  Lawford,  &c. 
With  79  Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

YACHTING.  By  the  Earl  of  Pem¬ 
broke,  the  Marquis  of  Dufferin  and 
Ava,  the  Earl  of  Onslow,  Lord 
Brassey,  Lieut. -Col.  Bucknill,  Lewis 
Herreshoff,  G.  L.  Watson,  E.  F. 
Knight,  Rev.  G.  L.  Blake,  R.N.,  and 
G.  C.  Davies.  With  Illustrations  by  R. 
T.  Pritchett,  and  from  Photographs. 
2  vols.  [In  the  press. 
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Sport  and  Pastime — continued. 

FUR  AND  FEATHER  SERIES. 

Edited  by  A.  E.  T.  Watson. 


THE  PARTRIDGE.  Natural  History, 
by  the  Rev.  H.  A.  Macpherson  ;  Shooting, 
by  A.  J.  Stuart-Wortley  ;  Cookery,  by 
George  Saintsburv.  With  n  full-page 
Illustrations  and  Vignette  by  A.  Thorburn, 
A.  J.  Stuart-Wortley,  and  C.  Whymper, 
and  15  Diagrams  in  the  Text  by  A.  J. 
Stuart-Wortley.  Crown  8vo.,  55. 

THE  GROUSE.  By  A.  J.  Stuart- 
Wortley,  the  Rev.  H.  A.  Macpherson, 
and  George  Saintsbury.  [In  preparation. 


THE  PHEASANT.  By  A.  J.  Stuart- 
Wortley,  the  Rev.  H.  A.  Macpherson, 
and  A.  J.  Innes  Shand.  [In  preparation. 

THE  HARE  AND  THE  RABBIT.  By 
the  Hon.  Gerald  Lascelles,  etc. 

[I11  preparation. 

WILDFOWL.  By  the  Hon.  John  Scott- 
Montagu,  M.P.,  etc.  Illustrated  by  A.  J, 
Stuart-Wortley,  A.  Thorburn,  and 
others.  [In  preparation. 


Falkener. — Games,  Ancient  and  Ori¬ 
ental,  and  How  to  Play  Them.  By 
Edward  Falkener.  With  numerous 
Photographs,  Diagrams,  &c.  8vo.,  215. 

Ford. — The  Theory  and  Practice  of 
Archery.  By  Horace  Ford.  New 
Edition,  thoroughly  Revised  and  Re-written 
by  W.  Butt,  M.A.  With  a  Preface  by  C. 
J.  Longman,  M.A.  8vo.,  14s. 

Francis. — A  Book  on  Angling:  or,  Trea¬ 
tise  on  the  Art  of  Fishing  in  every  Branch ; 
including  full  Illustrated  List  of  Salmon 
Flies.  By  Francis  Francis.  With  Por¬ 
trait  and  Coloured  Plates.  Crown  8vo.,  15s. 

Hawker. — The  Diary  of  Colonel  Peter 
Hawker,  Author  of  ‘  Instructions  to  Young 
Sportsmen.’  With  an  Introduction  by  Sir 
Ralph  Payne-Gallwey,  Bart.  2  vols. 
8vo.,  325. 

Hopkins. — Fishing  Reminiscences.  By 
Major  F.  P.  Hopkins.  With  Illustrations. 
Crown  8vo.,  6s.  6 d. 

Lang. — Angling  Sketches.  By  Andrew 
Lang.  With  20  Illustrations  by  W.  G. 
Burn  Murdoch.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

Longman.  —  Chess  Openings.  By 
Frederick  W.  Longman.  Fcp.  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 


Payne-Gallwey. — Works  by  Sir  Ralph 
Payne-Gallwey,  Bart. 

Letters  to  Young  Shooters  (First 
Series).  On  the  Choice  and  use  of  a  Gun. 
With  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 
Letters  to  Young  Shooters.  (Second 
Series).  On  the  Production,  Preservation, 
and  Killing  of  Game.  With  Directions 
in  Shooting  Wood-Pigeons  and  Breaking- 
in  Retrievers.  With  a  Portrait  of  the 
Author,  and  103  Illustrations.  Crown 
8vo.,  125.  6 d. 

Pole. — The  Theory  of  the  Modern 
Scientific  Game  of  Whist.  By  W. 
Pole,  F.R.S.  Fcp.  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

Proctor- — Works  by  Richard  A.  Proctor. 
How  to  Play  Whist:  with  the  Laws 
and  Etiquette  of  Whist.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 
Home  Whist:  an  Easy  Guide  to  Cor¬ 
rect  Play.  i6mo.,  15. 

Ronalds. — The  Fly-Fisher’s  Entomol¬ 
ogy.  By  Alfred  Ronalds.  With  coloured 
Representations  of  the  Natural  and  Artificial 
Insect.  With  20  coloured  Plates.  8vo.,  145, 

Wilcocks, — The  Sea  Fisherman:  Com¬ 
prising  theChief  Methods  of  Hook  and  Line 
Fishing  in  the  British  and  other  Seas,  and 
Remarks  on  Nets,  Boats,  and  Boating.  By 
J.  C.  Wilcocks.  Illustrated.  Cr  8vo.,  6s. 


Mental,  Moral,  and  Political  Philosophy. 

LOGIC,  RHETORIC,  PSYCHOLOGY,  ETC. 


Abbott.— T  he  Elements  of  Logic.  By 
T.  K.  Abbott,  B.D.  i2mo.,  35. 

Aristotle.— Works  by. 

The  Politics:  G.  Bekker’s  Greek  Text 
of  Books  I.,  III.,  IV.  (VII.),  with  an  English 
Translation  by  W.  E.  Bolland,  M.A. ; 
and  short  Introductory  Essays  by  A. 
Lang,  M.A.  Crown  8vo.,  ys.  6 d. 


Aristotle. — Works  by — continued. 

The  Politics  :  Introductory  Essays. 
By  Andrew  Lang  (trom  Bolland  and 
Lang’s  ‘  Politics  ’).  Crown  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

The  Ethics:  Greek  Text,  Illustrated 
with  Essay  and  Notes.  By  Sir  Alexan 
der  Grant,  Bart.  2  vols.  8vo.,  325. 
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Mental,  Moral  and  Political  Philosophy — continued. 


Aristotle. — Works  by — continued. 

The  Nicomachean  Ethics:  Newly 
Translated  into  English.  By  Robert 
Williams.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

An  Introduction  to  Aristotle’s 
Ethics.  Books  I. -IV.  (Book  X.  c.  vi.-ix. 
in  an  Appendix).  With  a  continuous 
Analysis  and  Notes.  Intended  for  the  use 
of  Beginners  and  Junior  Students.  By  the 
Rev.  Edward  Moore,  D.D.,  Principal  of 
St.  Edmund  Hall,  and  late  Fellow  and 
Tutor  of  Queen’s  College,  Oxford.  Crown 
8vo.  ioi.  6 d. 

Bacon. — Works  by  Francis  Bacon. 
Complete  Works.  Edited  by  R.  L. 
Ellis,  James  Spedding  and  D.  D. 
Heath.  7  vols.  8vo.,  ^3  135.  6 d. 

Letters  and  Life,  including  all  his 
occasional  Works.  Edited  by  James 
Spedding.  7  vols.  8vo.,  ^4  45. 

The  Essays:  with  Annotations.  By 
Richard  Whately,  D.D.  8vo.,  ios.  6 d. 

Bain. — Works  by  Alexander  Bain, 
LL.D. 

Mental  Science.  Crown  8vo.  6s,  6 d. 
Moral  Science.  Crown  8vo.,  4s.  6 d. 

The  two  works  as  above  can  be  had  in  one 
volume,  price  10s.  6 d. 

Senses  and  the  Intellect.  8vo.,  15s. 
Emotions  and  the  Will.  8vo.,  15s. 
Logic,  Deductive  and  Inductive. 

Part  I.  4s.  Part  II.  65.  6 d. 

Practical  Essays.  Crown  8vo.,  3s. 

Bray. — Works  by  Charles  Bray. 

The  Philosophy  of  Necessity:  or 
Law  in  Mind  as  in  Matter.  Cr.  8vo„  55. 
The  Education  of  the  Feelings:  a 
Moral  System  for  Schools.  Cr.  8vo.,  2 5.  6 d. 

Bray. — Elements  of  Morality,  in  Easy 
Lessons  for  Home  and  School  Teaching. 
By  Mrs.  Charles  Bray.  Cr.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 

Crozier. — Civilisation  and  Progress. 
By  John  Beattie  Crozier,  M.D.  With 
New  Preface.  More  fully  explaining  the 
nature  of  the  New  Organon  used  in  the 
solution  of  its  problems.  8vo.,  14s. 

Davidson.— The  Logic  of  Definition, 
'Explained  and  Applied.  By  William  L. 
Davidson,  M.A.  Crown  8vo.,  6s. 

Green. — The  Works  of  Thomas  Hill 
Green.  Edited  by  R.  L.  Nettleship. 
Vols.  I.  and  II.  Philosophical  Works.  8vo., 
16s.  each. 

Vol.  III.  Miscellanies.  With  Index  to  the 
three  Volumes,  and  Memoir.  8vo.,  21s. 


Hearn. — The  Aryan  Household  :  its 
Structure  and  its  Development.  An  Intro¬ 
duction  to  Comparative  Jurisprudence.  By 
W.  Edward  Hearn.  8vo.,  16s. 

Hodgson. — Works  by  Shadworth  H. 
Hodgson. 

Time  and  Space  :  a  Metaphysical  Essay. 
8vo.,  16s. 

The  Theory  of  Practice  :  an  Ethical 
Inquiry.  2  vols.  8vo.,  24s. 

The  Philosophy  of  Reflection.  2 
vols.  8vo.,  21s. 

Hume. — The  Philosophical  Works  of 
David  Hume.  Edited  by  T.  H.  Green 
and  T.  H.  Grose.  4  vols.  8vo.,  56s.  Or 
separately,  Essays.  2  vols.  285.  Treatise 
of  Human  Nature.  2  vols.  285. 

Johnstone.— A  Short  Introduction  to 
the  Study  of  Logic.  By  Laurence 
Johnstone.  With  Questions.  Cr.  8vo. ,25.6c/. 

Jones. — An  Introduction  to  General 
Logic.  By  E.  E.  Constance  Jones.  Cr. 
8vo.,  45.  6 d. 

Justinian. — The  Institutes  of  Justin¬ 
ian  :  Latin  Text,  chiefly  that  of  Huschke, 
with  English  Introduction,  Translation, 
Notes,  and  Summary.  By  Thomas  C. 
Sandars,  M.A.  8vo.,  185. 

Kant. — Works  by  Immanuel  Kant. 

Critique  of  Practical  Reason,  and 
Other  Works  on  the  Theory  of 
Ethics.  Translated  by  T.  K.  Abbott, 
B.D.  With  Memoir.  8vo.,  125.  6 d. 

Introduction  to  Logic,  and  His  Essay 
on  the  Mistaken  Subtilty  of  the 
Four  Figures.  Translated  by  T.  K. 
Abbott,  8vo.,  65. 

Killick. — Handbook  to  Mill’s  System 
of  Logic.  By  Rev.  A.  H.  Killick,  M.A. 
Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Ladd. — Works  by  G.  T.  Ladd. 

Elements  of  Physiological  Psy¬ 
chology.  8vo.,  215. 

Outlines  of  Physiological  Psychol¬ 
ogy.  A  Text-book  of  Mental  Science  for 
Academies  and  Colleges.  8vo.,  125. 

Lewes. — The  History  of  Philosophy, 
from  Thales  to  Comte.  By  George  Henry 
Lewes.  2  vols.  8vo.,  325. 

Max  Muller. — Works  by  F.  Max  Miller. 
The  Science  of  Thought.  8vo.,  21s. 
Three  Introductory  Lectures  on 
the  Science  of  Thought.  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 
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Mental,  Moral  and  Political  Philosophy — continued. 


Mill. — Analysis  of  the  Phenomena  of 
the  Human  Mind.  By  James  Mill. 
2  vols.  8vo.,  28s. 

Mill. — Works  by  John  Stuart  Mill. 

A  System  of  Logic.  Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 
On  Liberty.  Crown  8vo.,  is.  4 d. 

On  Representative  Government. 

Crown  8vo.,  2s. 

Utilitarianism.  8vo.,  5s. 
Examination  of  Sir  William  Hamil¬ 
ton’s  Philosophy.  8vo.,  16s. 

Nature,  the  Utility  of  Religion, 
and  Theism.  Three  Essays.  8vo.,  5 s. 

Monck. — Introduction  to  Logic.  By 
W.  H.  S.  Monck.  Crown  8vo.,  5s. 

Ribot. — The  Psychology  of  Attention. 
By  Th.  Ribot.  Crown  8vo.,  3s. 

Sidgwick. — Distinction  :  and  the  Criti¬ 
cism  of  Belief.  By  Alfred  Sidgwick. 
Crown  8vo.,  6s. 

Stock. — Deductive  Logic.  By  St. 
George  Stock.  Fcp.  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Sully  . — Works  by  James  Sully. 

The  Human  Mind  :  a  Text-book  of 
Psychology.  2  vols.  8vo.,  21s. 
Outlines  of  Psychology.  8vo.,  9 s. 
The  Teacher’s  Handbook  of  Psy¬ 
chology.  Crown  8vo.,  5s. 

Swinburne.— Picture  Logic:  an  Attempt 
to  Popularise  the  Science  of  Reasoning. 
By  Alfred  James  Swinburne,  M.A. 
With  23  Woodcuts.  Post  8vo.,  5.5. 

Thompson. — Works  by  Daniel  Green- 
leaf  Thompson. 

The  Problem  of  Evil:  an  Introduc¬ 
tion  to  the  Practical  Sciences.  8vo.,  ios.  6 d. 
A  System  of  Psychology.  2  vols. 
8vo.,  365. 

The  Religious  Sentiments  of  the 
Human  Mind.  8vo.,  7s.  6 d. 

Social  Progress  :  an  Essay.  8vo., 
ys.  6 d. 

The  Philosophy  of  Fiction  in  Liter¬ 
ature  :  an  Essay.  Crown  8vo.,  65. 


Thomson. — Outlines  of  the  Necessary 
Laws  of  Thought  :  a  Treatise  on  Pure  and 
Applied  Logic.  By  William  Thomson, 
D.D.,  formerly  Lord  Archbishop  of  York. 
Post  8vo.,  6s. 

Webb. — The  Veil  of  Isis  :  a  Series  of 
Essays  on  Idealism.  By  T.  E.  Webb.  8vo., 
ios.  6 d. 

Whately  .—Works  by  R.  Whately,  D.D. 

Bacon’s  Essays.  With  Annotation. 
By  R.  Whately.  8vo.  ios.  6 d. 

Elements  of  Logic.  Cr.  8vo.,  4s.  6 d. 

Elements  of  Rhetoric.  Crown  8vo., 
4s.  6 d. 

Lessons  on  Reasoning.  Fcp.  8vo., 
is.  6 d. 

Zeller. — Works  by  Dr.  Edward  Zeller, 
Professor  in  the  University  of  Berlin. 

History  of  Eclecticism  in  Greek 
Philosophy.  Translated  by  Sarah  F. 
Alleyne.  Crown  8vo.,  ios.  6 d. 

The  Stoics,  Epicureans,  and  Sceptics. 
Translated  by  the  Rev.  O.  J.  Reichel, 
M.A.  Crown  8vo.,  15s. 

Outlines  of  the  History  of  Greek 
Philosophy.  Translated  by  Sarah  F. 
Alleyne  and  Evelyn  Abbott.  Crown 
8vo.,  ios.  6 d. 

Plato  and  the  Older  Academy. 
Translated  by  Sarah  F.  Alleyne  and 
Alfred  Goodwin,  B.A.  Crown  8vo., 
1 8s. 

Socrates  and  the  Socratic  Schools. 
Translated  by  the  Rev.  O.  J.  Reichel, 
M.A.  Crown  8vo.,  ios.  6 d. 

The  Pre-Socratic  Schools:  a  History 
of  Greek  Philosophy  from  the  Earliest 
Period  to  the  time  of  Socrates.  Translated 
by  Sarah  F.  Alleyne.  2  vols.  Crown 
8vo.,  30s. 


MANUALS  OF  CATHOLIC  PHILOSOPHY. 

( S  tony  hurst  Scries ) . 


A  Manual  of  Political  Economy.  By 
C.  S.  Devas,  M.A.  Crown  8vo.,  6s.  6 d. 

First  Principles  of  Knowledge.  By 
John  Rickaby,  S.J.  Crown  8vo.,  5s. 

General  Metaphysics.  By  John  Rick¬ 
aby,  S.J.  Crown  8vo.,  5s. 

Logic.  By  Richard  F.  Clarke,  S.J. 
Crown  8vo.,  5s. 


Moral  Philosophy  (Ethics  and  Natural 
Law.  By  Joseph  Rickaby,  S.J.  Crown 
8vo.,  5s. 

Natural  Theology.  By  Bernard 
Boedder,  S.J.  Crown  8vo.,  6s.  6 d. 

Psychology.  By  Michael  Maher,  S.J. 
Crown  8vo.,  6s.  6 d. 
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History  and  Science  of  Language,  &e. 


Davidson. —  Leading  and  Important 
English  Words:  Explained  and  Exem¬ 
plified.  By  William  L.  Davidson,  M.A. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  3s.  6d. 

Farrar.  —  Language  and  Languages: 
By  F.  W.  Farrar,  D.D..  F.R.S.  Crown 
8vo.,  65. 


Max  Muller. — Works  by  F.  Max  Muller 
— continued. 

Three  Lectures  on  the  Science  of 
Language,  and  its  Place  in  General 
Education,  delivered  at  Oxford,  i88g- 
Crown  8vo.,  35. 


Graham. — English  Synonyms,  Classified 
and  Explained :  with  Practical  Exercises. 
By  G.  F.  Graham.  Fcp.  8vo.,  65. 

Max  Muller. — Works  by  F.  Max  Muller. 
Selected  Essays  on  Language,  Myth¬ 
ology,  and  Religion.  2  vols.  Crown 
8vo. ,  165. 

The  Science  of  Language,  Founded  on 
Lectures  delivered  at  the  Royal  Institution 
in  1861  and  1863.  2  vols.  Crown  8vo.,  215. 
Biographies  of  Words,  and  the  Home 
of  the  Aryas.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 


Roget, — Thesaurus  of  English  Words 
and  Phrases.  Classified  and  Arranged  so 
as  to  Facilitate  the  Expression  of  Ideas 
and  assist  in  Literary  Composition.  By 
Peter  Mark  Roget,  M.D.,  F.R.S.  Re¬ 
composed  throughout,  enlarged  and  im¬ 
proved,  partly  from  the  Author’s  Notes,  and 
with  a  full  Index,  by  the  Author’s  Son, 
John  Lewis  Roget.  Crown  8vo.  105.  6 d. 

Whately. — English  Synonyms.  By  E- 
Jane  Whately.  Fcp.  8vo.,  35. 


Political  Economy  and  Economies. 


Ashley. — English  Economic  History 
and  Theory.  By  W.  J.  Ashley,  M.A. 
Crown  8vo.,  Part  I.,  55.  Part  II.  105.  6 d. 

Bagehot. — Economic  Studies.  By  Wal¬ 
ter  Bagehot.  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

Barnett. — Practicable  Socialism  :  Es¬ 
says  on  Social  Reform.  By  the  Rev.  S.  A. 
and  Mrs.  Barnett. 

Brassey. — Papers  and  Addresses  on 
Work  and  Wages.  By  Lord  Brassey. 

Crump. — An  Investigation  into  the 
Causes  of  the  Great  Fall  in  Prices 
which  took  place  coincidently  with  the  De¬ 
monetisation  of  Silver  by  Germany.  By 
Arthur  Crump.  8vo.,  65. 

Devas. — A  Manual  of  Political  Econ¬ 
omy.  By  C.  S.  Devas,  M.A.  Crown  8vo. , 
65.  6 d.  (Manuals  of  Catholic  Philosophy .) 

Dowell. — A  History  of  Taxation  and 
Taxes  in  England,  from  the  Earliest  Times 
to  the  Year  1885.  By  Stephen  Dowell, 
(4  vols.  8vo.)  Vols.  I.  and  II.  The  History 
of  Taxation,  215.  Vols.  III.  and  IV.  The 
History  of  Taxes,  215. 


Meath.— Prosperity  or  Pauperism  ? 
Physical,  Industrial,  and  Technical  Training. 
By  the  Earl  op  Meath.  8vo.,  55. 

Mill. — Political  Economy.  By  John 
Stuart  Mill. 

Silver  Library  Edition.  Crown  8vo.,  35. 6 d. 
Library  Edition.  2  vols.  8vo. ,  305. 

Shirres. — An  Analysis  of  the  Ideas  of 
Economics.  By  L.  P.  Shirres,  B.A., 
sometime  Finance  Under-Secretary  of  the 
Government  of  Bengal.  Crown  8vo.,  65. 

Symes.— Political  Economy  :  a  Short 
Text-book  of  Political  Economy.  With 
Problems  for  Solution,  and  Hints  for  Sup¬ 
plementary  Reading.  By  Professor  J.  E. 
Symes,  M.A.,  of  University  College,  Notting¬ 
ham.  Crown  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

Toynbee.— Lectures  on  the  Industrial 
Revolution  of  the  18th  Century  in 
England.  By  Arnold  Toynbee.  8vo.,. 
105.  6 d. 


Jordan. — The  Standard  of  Value.  By 
William  Leighton  Jordan.  8vo.,  65. 

Leslie. — Essays  in  Political  Economy. 
By  T.  E.  Cliffe  Leslie.  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

Macleod.- -Works  by  Henry  Dunning 
Macleod,  M.A. 

The  Elements  of  Banking.  Crown 
8vo. ,  35.  6 d. 

The  Theory  and  Practice  of  Banking. 

Vol.  I.  8vo.,  125.  Vol.  II.  145. 

The  Theory  of  Credit.  8vo.  Vol.  I. 
105.  net.  Vol.  II.,  Part  I.,  45.  6 d.  Vol.  II. 
Part  II.,  105.  6 d. 


Wilson.  —  Works  by  A.  J.  Wilson- 
Chiefly  reprinted  from  The  Investors'  Re¬ 
view. 

Practical  Hints  to  Small  Investors. 
Crown  8vo.,  15. 

Plain  Advice  about  Life  Insurance. 
Crown  8vo.,  15. 

Wolff.  — People’s  Banks  :  a  Record  of 
Social  and  Economic  Success.  By  Henry 
W.  Wolff.  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 
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Evolution,  Anthropology,  &e. 


Clodd  . — The  Story  of  Creation:  a  Plain 
Account  of  Evolution.  By  Edward  Clodd. 
With  77  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Huth. — The  Marriage  of  Near  Kin, 
considered  with  Respect  to  the  Law  of 
Nations,  the  Result  of  Experience,  and  the 
Teachings  of  Biology.  By  Alfred  Henry 
Huth.  Royal  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

Lang. — Custom  and  Myth  :  Studies  of 
Early  Usage  and  Belief.  By  Andrew 
Lang,  M. A.  With  15  Illustrations.  Crown 
8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 


Lubbock. — The  Origin  of  Civilisation 
and  the  Primitive  Condition  of  Man.  By 
Sir  J.  Lubbock,  Bart.,  M.P.  With  5  Plates 
and  20  Illustrations  in  the  Text.  8vo.,  185. 

Romanes.  —  Works  by  George  John 
Romanes,  M.A.,  LL.D.,  F.R.S. 

Darwin,  and  After  Darwin:  an  Ex¬ 
position  of  the  Darwinian  Theory,  and  a 
Discussion  on  Post-Darwinian  Questions. 
Part  I.  The  Darwinian  Theory.  With 
Portrait  of  Darwin  and  125  Illustrations. 
Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

An  Examination  of  Weismannism. 
Crown  8vo.,  6s. 


Classical  Literature  and  Translations,  &e. 


Abbott. — Hellenica.  A  Collection  of 
Essays  on  Greek  Poetry,  Philosophy,  His¬ 
tory,  and  Religion.  Edited  by  Evelyn 
Abbott,  M.A.,  LL.D.  8vo.,  165. 

iEschylus. — Eumenides  of  TJschylus. 
With  Metrical  English  Translation.  By  J. 
F.  Davies.  8vo.,  7 s. 

Aristophanes.  —  The  Acharnians  of 
Aristophanes,  translated  into  English 
Verse.  By  R.  Y.  Tyrrell.  Crown  8vo.,  is. 

Becker. — Works  by  Professor  Becker. 
Gallus  :  or,  Roman  Scenes  in  the  Time 
of  Augustus.  Illustrated.  Post  8vo., 
7 s.  6 d. 

Charicles  :  or,  Illustrations  of  the 
Private  Life  of  the  Ancient  Greeks. 
Illustrated.  Post  8vo.,  7 5.  6 d. 

Cicero. — Cicero’s  Correspondence.  By 
R.  Y.  Tyrrell.  Vols.  I.,  II.,  III.,  8vo., 
each  125. 

Clerke. — Familiar  Studies  in  Homer. 
By  Agnes  M.  Clerke.  Crown  8vo.,  7 5.  6 d. 

Farnell. — Greek  Lyric  Poetry  :  a  Com¬ 
plete  Collection  of  the  Surviving  Passages 
from  the  Greek  Song-Writting.  Arranged 
with  Prefatory  Articles,  Introductory  Matter 
and  Commentary.  By  George  S.  Farnell, 
M.A.  With  5  Plates.  8vo.,  165. 

Harrison.— Myths  of  the  Odyssey  in 
Art  and  Literature.  By  Jane  E.  Har¬ 
rison.  Illustrated  with  Outline  Drawings. 
8vo.,  18s. 


Lang. — Homer  and  the  Epic.  By 
Andrew  Lang.  Crown  8vo.,  gs.  net. 

Mackail. — Select  Epigrams  from  the 
Greek  Anthology.  By  J.  W.  Mackail, 
Fellow  of  Balliol  College,  Oxford.  Edited 
with  a  Revised  Text,  Introduction,  Trans¬ 
lation,  and  Notes.  8vo.,  165. 

Plato.— Parmenides  of  Plato,  Text,  with 
Introduction,  Analysis,  &c.  By  T.  Maguire. 
8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

Rich. — A  Dictionary  of  Roman  and 
Greek  Antiquities.  By  A.  Rich,  B.A. 
With  2000  Woodcuts.  Crown  8vo.,  7 5.  6 d. 

Sophocles.— Translated  into  English 
Verse.  By  Robert  Whitelaw,  M.A., 
Assistant  Master  in  Rugby  School;  late 
Fellow  of  Trinity  College,  Cambridge. 
Crown  8vo.,  85.  6 d. 

Tyrrell. — Translations  into  Greek  and 
Latin  Verse.  Edited  by  R.  Y.  Tyrrell. 
8vo.,  65. 

Virgil.— The  yEneid  of  Virgil.  Trans¬ 
lated  into  English  Verse  by  John  Coning- 
ton.  Crown  8vo.,  65. 

The  Poems  of  Virgil.  Translated 
into  English  Prose  by  John  Conington. 
Crown  8vo.,  65. 

1  he  JE neid  of  Virgil,  freely  translated 
into  English  Blank  Verse.  By  W.  J. 
Thornhill.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

The  TJneid  of  Virgil.  Books  I.  to 
VI.  Translated  into  English  Verse  by 
James  Rhoades.  Crown  8vo.,  55. 

Wilkins. — The  Growth  of  the  Homeric 
Poems.  By  G.  Wilkins.  8vo.,  65. 
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Poetry  and  the  Drama. 


Allingham. — Works  by  William  Ai, ling- 
ham. 

Irish  Songs  and  Poems.  With  Frontis- 
of  the  Waterfall  of  Asaroe.  Fcp.  8vo., 
6s. 

Laurence  Bloomfield.  With  Portrait 
of  the  Author.  Fcp.  8vo.,  3 5.  6 d. 

Flower  Pieces;  Day  and  Night 
Songs  ;  Ballads.  With  2  Designs  by 
D.  G.  Rossetti.  Fcp.  8vo.,  6s. ;  large 
paper  edition,  12 s. 

Life  and  Phantasy  :  with  Frontispiece 
by  Sir  J.  E.  Millais,  Bart.,  and  Design 
by  Arthur  Hughes.  Fcp.  8vo.,  6s. ; 
large  paper  edition,  125. 

Thought  and  Word,  and  Ashby 
Manor  :  a  Play.  With  Portrait  of  the 
Author  (1865),  and  four  Theatrical  Scenes 
drawn  by  Mr.  Allingham.  Fcp.  8vo.,  6s.  ; 
large  paper  edition,  12s. 

Blackberries.  Imperial  i6mo.,  6s. 
Sets  of  the  above  6  vols.  may  be  had  in  uni¬ 
form  Half-f  archmen t  binding,  price  30s. 

Armstrong- — Works  by  G.  F.  Savage- 
Armstrong. 

Poems  :  Lyrical  and  Dramatic.  Fcp. 
8vo.,  6s. 

King  Saul.  (The  Tragedy  of  Israel, 
Part  I.)  Fcp.  8vo.,  5 s. 

King  David.  (The  Tragedy  of  Israel, 
Part  II.)  Fcp.  8vo.,  6s. 

King  Solomon.  (The  Tragedy  of  Israel, 
Part  III.)  Fcp.  8vo.,  6s. 

Ugone  :  a  Tragedy.  Fcp.  8vo.,  6s. 

A  Garland  from  Greece  :  Poems. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  7 s.  6 d. 

Stories  of  Wicklow:  Poems.  Fcp. 
8vo.,  7 s.  6 d. 

Mephistopheles  in  Broadcloth  : 

a  Satire.  Fcp.  8vo.,  4s. 

One  in  the  Infinite  :  a  Poem.  Crown 
8vo.,  7 s.  6 d. 

Armstrong. — The  Poetical  Works  of 
Edmund  J.  Armstrong.  Fcp.  8vo.,  5s. 

Arnold.— Works  by  Sir  Edwin  Arnold, 
K.  C.I.E.,  Author  of  1  The  Light  of  Asia,’  &c. 

The  Light  of  the  World:  or  the 
Great  Consummation.  A  Poem.  Crown 
8vo.,  7 s.  6 d.  net. 

Presentation  Edition.  With  14  Illus¬ 
trations  by  W.  Holman  Hunt,  4to., 
205.  net. 

Potiphar’s  Wife,  and  other  Poems. 
Crown  8vo.,  55.  net. 

Adzuma  :  or  the  J apanese  Wife.  A  Play. 
Crown  8vo.,  65.  6 d.  net. 


Barrow. — The  SevenCitiesoftheDead, 
and  other  Poems.  By  Sir  John  Croker 
Barrow,  Bart.  Fcp.  8vo.,  55. 

Bell. — Works  by  Mrs.  Hugh  Bell. 
Chamber  Comedies  :  a  Collection  of 
Plays  and  Monologues  for  the  Drawing 
Room.  Crown  8vo.,  65. 

Nursery  Comedies  :  Twelve  Tiny  Plays 
for  Children.  Fcp.  8vo.,  15.  6 d. 

Bjornsen. — Pastor  Sang  :  a  Play.  By 
Bjornstjerne  Bjornsen.  Translated  by 
William  Wilson.  Crown  8vo.,  55. 

Dante. — La  Commedia  Di  Dante.  A 
New  Text,  carefully  Revised  with  the  aid  of 
the  most  recent  Editions  and  Collations. 
Small  8vo.,  65. 

Goethe. 

Faust,  Part  I.,  the  German  Text,  with 
Introduction  and  Notes.  By  Albert  M. 
Selss,  Ph.D.,  M.A.  Crown  8vo.,  55. 
Faust.  Translated,  with  Notes.  By  T.  E. 
Webb.  8vo.,  125.  6 d. 

Faust.  The  First  Part.  A  New  Trans¬ 
lation,  chiefly  in  Blank  Verse ;  with  In¬ 
troduction  and  Notes.  By  James  Adey 
Birds.  Crown  8vo.,  65. 

Faust.  The  Second  Part.  A  New 
Translation  in  Verse.  By  James  Adey 
Birds.  Crown  8vo. ,  65. 

Ingelow. — Works  by  Jean  Ingelow. 
Poetical  Works.  2  vols.  Fcp.  8vo.,. 

125. 

Lyrical  and  Other  Poems.  Selected 
from  the  Writings  of  Jean  Ingelow- 
Fcp.  8vo.,  25.  6 d.  cloth  plain,  35.  cloth 
gilt. 

Lang. — Works  by  Andrew  Lang. 

Grass  of  Parnassus.  Fcp.  8vo.,  2 s.  6 d.. 
net. 

Ballads  of  Books.  Edited  by  Andrew 
Lang.  Fcp.  8vo.,  65. 

The  Blue  Poetry  Book.  Edited  by 
Andrew  Lang.  With  12  Plates  and  88 
Illustrations  in  the  Text  by  H.  J.  Ford 
and  Lancelot  Speed.  Crown  8vo.,  65. 
Special  Edition,  printed  on  India  paper. 
With  Notes,  but  without  Illustrations - 
Crown  8 vo.,  75.  6 d. 

Lecky. — Poems.  By  W.  E.  H.  Lecky. 

Fcp.  8vo.,  55. 

Leyton.— Works  by  Frank  Leyton. 

The  .Shadows  of  the  Lake,  and  other 
Poems.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d.  Cheap 
Edition.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Skeleton  Leaves  :  Poems.  Crown. 
8vo.  65. 
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Poetry  and  the 

Lytton. — Works  by  The  Earl  of  Lytton 
(Owen  Meredith). 

Marah.  Fcp.  8vo.,  6s.  6 d. 

King  Poppy:  a  Fantasia.  With  i  Plate 
and  Design  on  Title-Page  by  Ed.  Burne- 
Jones,  A.R.A.  Crown  8vo.,  ios.  6 d. 

The  Wanderer.  Crown  8vo.,  ios.  6 d. 
Lucile.  Crown  8vo.,  ios.  6 d. 
Selections  from  Poetical  Works. 
Crown  8vo.,  ios.  6 d. 

Macaulay. — Lays  of  Ancient  Rome,  &c. 
By  Lord  Macaulay. 

Illustrated  by  G.  Scharf.  Fcp.  4to.,  ios.  6 d. 

— - Bijou  Edition. 

i8mo.,  2 s.  6 d.  gilt  top. 

- Popular  Edition. 

Fcp.  4to.,  6 d.  sewed,  is.  cloth. 

Illustrated  by  J.  R.  Weguelin.  Crown 
8vo  ,  3s.  6 d. 

Annotated  Edition.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  sewed, 
is.  6 d.  cloth. 

Nesbit. — Lays  and  Legends.  By  E. 
Nesbit  (Mrs.  Hubert  Bland).  First 
Series.  Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d.  Second  Series. 
With  Portrait.  Crown  8vo.,  5s. 

Piatt. — An  Enchanted  Castle,  and 
other  Poems  :  Pictures,  Pprtraits,  and 
People  in  Ireland.  By  Sarah  Piatt 
Crown  8vo.  3s.  6 d. 


Drama — continued. 

Piatt. — Works  by  John  James  Piatt. 
Idyls  and  Lyrics  of  the  Ohio 
Valley.  Crown  8vo.,  5s. 

Little  New  World  Idyls.  Cr.  8vo.  5 s. 

Rhoades. — Teresa  and  other  Poems. 
By  James  Rhoades.  Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Riley. — Works  by  James  Whitcomb 
Riley. 

Old  Fashioned  Roses:  Poems.  12010., 
55- 

Poems:  HereatHome.  Fcp.8vo.,6s.««L 

Roberts. — Songs  of  the  Common  Day  and 
Ave  !  An  Ode  for  the  Shelley  Centenary.  By 
Charles  G.  D.  Roberts.  Cr.  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Shakespeare.  —  Bowdler’s  Family 
Shakespeare.  With  36  Woodcuts.  1  vol. 
8vo.,  145.  Or  in  6  vols.  Fcp.  8vo.,  21s. 

The  Shakespeare  Birthday  Book.  By 
Mary  F.  Dunbar.  32mo.,  15.  6 d.  Draw¬ 
ing  Room  Edition,  with  Photographs. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

Stevenson.  —  A  Child’s  Garden  of 
Verses.  By  Robert  Louis  Stevenson. 
Small  Fcp.  8vo.,  55. 


Works  of  Fietion,  Humour,  &e. 


ATELIER  (THE)  DU  LYS  :  or,  an  Art 
Student  in  the  Reign  of  Terror.  Crown 
8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

By  the  same  Author. 

Mademoiselle  Mori  :  a  Tale  of 
Modern  Rome.  Crown  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

That  Child.  With  Illustrations  by 
Gordon  Browne.  Crown  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

Under  a  Cloud.  Crown  8vo.,  2s.  6 d. 

The  Fiddler  of  Lugau.  With 
Illustrations  by  W.  Ralston,  Crown 
8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

A  Child  of  the  Revolution.  With 
Illustrations  by  C.  J.  Staniland. 
Crown  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

Hester’s  Venture.  Cr.  8vo.,  2 s.  6 d. 

In  the  Olden  Time:  a  Tale  of  the 
Peasant  Warin  Germany.  Cr.8vo.,2s.6d. 

The  Younger  Sister.  Crown  8vo., 
25.  6 d. 


Anstey. — Works  by  F.  Anstey,  Author  of 
‘  Vice  Versa  ’. 

The  Black  Poodle,  and  other  Stories. 
Crown  8vo.,  25.  boards,  25.  6 d.  cloth. 

Voces  Populi.  Reprinted  from  ‘  Punch’. 
First  Series.  With  20  Illust.  by  J .  Bernard 
Partridge.  Fcp.  4to.,  55.  Second  Series. 
With  25  Illust.  by  J.  Bernard  Part¬ 
ridge.  Fcp.  4to.,  65. 

The  Travelling  Companions.  Re¬ 
printed  from  1  Punch  ’.  With  25  Illust. 
by  J.  Bernard  Partridge.  Post  4to.,  55. 

The  Man  from  Blankley’s  :  a  Story 
in  Scenes,  and  other  Sketches.  With  24 
Illustrations  by  J.  Bernard  Partridge. 
Fcp.  4to.,  6s. 

Baker. — By  the  Western  Sea.  By 
James  Baker,  Author  of  ‘  John  Westacott’. 
Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 
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Beaconsfield. — Works  by  the  Earl  of 
Beaconsfield. 


Novels  and  Tales.  Cheap  Edition. 
Complete  inn  vols.  Cr.  8vo. ,  is.  6  d.  each. 


Vivian  Grey. 

The  Young  Duke,  &c. 
Alroy,  Ixion,  &c. 
Contarini  Fleming, &c. 


Henrietta  Temple. 
Venetia.  Tancred. 
Coningsby.  Sybil. 
Lothair.  Endymion 


Novels  and  Tales.  The  Hughenden 
Edition.  With  2  Portraits  and  11  Vig¬ 
nettes.  11  vols.  Crown  8vo.,  42s. 


Comyn.— Atherstone  Priory  :  a  Tale. 
By  L.  N.  Comyn.  Crown  8vo.,  2s.  6 d. 


Deland. — Works  by  Margaret  Deland, 
Author  of  ‘John  Ward’. 

The  Story  of  a  Child.  Cr.  8vo.,  5 s. 

Mr.  Tommy  Dove,  and  other  Stories 
Crown  8vo.  6s. 


Dougall. — Works  by  L.  Dougall. 

Beggars  All  Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6d. 

What  Necessity  Knows.  3  vols. 
Crown  8vo.,  25s.  6 d. 


Doyle. — Works  by  A.  Conan  Doyle. 

Micah  Clarke  :  A  Tale  of  Monmouth’s 
Rebellion.  With  Frontispiece  and  Vig¬ 
nette.  Cr.  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

The  Captain  of  the  Polestar,  and 
other  Tales.  Cr.  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

The  Refugees:  A  Tale  of  Two  Conti¬ 
nents.  Cr.  8vo.,  6s. 


Farrar. — Darkness  and  Dawn  :  or, 
Scenes  in  the  Days  of  Nero.  An  Historic 
Tale.  By  Archdeacon  Farrar.  Cr.  8vo., 
7 s.  6 d. 

Froude, — The  Two  Chiefs  of  Dunboy  : 
an  Irish  Romance  of  the  Last  Century, 
by  J.  A.  Froude.  Cr.  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Haggard.— Works  by  H.  Rider  Haggard. 

She.  With  32  Illustrations  by  M. 
Greiffenhagen  and  C.  H.  M.  Kerr. 
Cr.  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Allan  Quatermain.  With  31  Illus¬ 
trations  by  C.  H.  M.  Kerr.  Cr.  8vo., 
3s.  6 d. 

Maiwa’s  Revenge  :  or,  The  War  of  the 
Little  Hand.  Cr.  8vo.,  is.  boards,  is.  6 d. 
cloth. 


Haggard. — Works  by  H.  Rider  Haggard. 
— continued. 

Colonel  Quaritch,  V.C.  Cr.  8vo. 
3s.  6 d. 

Cleopatra.  With  29  Full-page  Illus¬ 
trations  by  M.  Greiffenhagen  and  R. 
Caton  Woodville.  Crown  8vo.,  3s. 
6  d. 

Beatrice.  Cr.  8vo.,3s.  6d. 

Eric  Brighteyes.  With  17  Plates 
and  34  Illustrations  in  the  Text  by 
Lancelot  Speed.  Cr.  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Nada  the  Lily.  With  23  Illustra¬ 
tions  by  C.  H.  M.  Kerr.  Cr.  8vo.,  6s. 

Montezuma’s  Daughter.  With  24 
Illustrations  by  M.  Greiffenhagen. 
Crown  8vo. ,  6s. 

Haggard  and  Lang.— The  World’s  De¬ 
sire.  By  H.  Rider  Haggard  and 
Andrew  Lang.  Cr.  8vo.  6s. 


Harte. — In  the  Carquinez  Woods  and 
other  stories.  By  Bret  Harte.  Cr. 
8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

KEITH  DERAMORE  :  a  Novel.  By  the 
Author  of  ‘  Miss  Molly  ’.  Cr.  8vo.,  6s. 


Lyall. — The  Autobiography  of  a  Slan¬ 
der.  By  Edna  Lyall,  Author  of  ‘  Dono¬ 
van,’  &c.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  sewed. 

Presentation  Edition.  With  20  Illustra¬ 
tions  by  Lancelot  Speed.  Crown  8vo., 
5s- 


Melville. — Works  by 

ville. 

The  Gladiators. 

The  Interpreter. 

Good  for  Nothing. 
The  Queen’s  Maries. 
Cr.  8vo. ,  is.  6 d.  each. 

Oliphant.— Works  by 
Madam.  Cr.  8vo.,  is, 
In  Trust.  Cr.  8vo., 


.  J.  Whyte  Mel- 

Holmby  House. 
Kate  Coventry. 
Digby  Grand. 
General  Bounce. 


Mrs.  Oliphant. 
6  d. 

is.  6 d. 


Parr. — Can  this  be  Love  ?  By  Mrs. 
Parr,  Author  of  ‘  Dorothy  Fox  ’.  Crown 
8vo.  6s. 
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Payn.— Works  by  James  Payn. 

The  Luck  of  the  Darrells.  Cr.  8vo., 
ii.  6d. 

Thicker  than  Water.  Cr.  8vo.,  is. 
6  d. 

Phillipps-W olley. — Snap  :  a  Legend  of  the 
Lone  Mountain.  ByC.  Phillipps-Wol- 
ley.  With  13  Illustrations  by  H.  G. 
Willink.  Cr.  8vo. ,  35.  6 d. 

Robertson. — The  Kidnapped  Squatter, 
and  other  Australian  Tales.  By.  A. 
Robertson.  Cr.  8vo.,  65. 


Suttner. — Lay  Down  Your  Arms  (Die 
Waff en  Nieder) :  The  Autobiography  of 
Martha  Tilling.  By  Bertha  von  Sutt¬ 
ner.  Translated  by  T.  Holmes.  Cr. 
8vo.,  75.  6d. 

Thompson. — A  Moral  Dilemma:  a 

Novel.  By  Annie  Thompson.  Crown 
8vo.,  65. 

Tirebuck. — Works  by W illiam  Tirebuck. 
Dorrie.  Crown  8vo.  65. 

Sweetheart  Gwen.  Crown  8vo.,  6s. 


Sewell.— Works  by 

Sewell. 


Elizabeth  M. 


Trollope. — Works  by  Anthony  Trol¬ 
lope. 


A  Glimpse  of  the  World. 
Laneton  Parsonage. 
Margaret  Percival. 
Katharine  Ashton. 

The  Earl’s  Daughter. 

The  Experience  of  Life. 


Amy  Herbert. 
Cleve  Hall. 
Gertrude. 
Home  Life. 
After  Life. 
Ursula.  Ivors. 


Cr.  8vo.,  15.  6 d.  each  cloth  plain.  25.  6 d. 
each  cloth  extra,  gilt  edges. 


Stevenson. — Works  by  Robert  Louis 
Stevenson. 


Strange  Case  of  Dr.  Jekyll  and  Mr. 
Hyde.  Fcp.  8vo.,  15.  sewed.  15.  6 d. 
cloth. 


The  Dynamiter.  Fcp.  8vo.,  15.  sewed, 
15.  6 d.  cloth. 


The  Warden.  Cr.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 

Barchester  Towers.  Cr.  8vo.,  is. 
6  d. 

Walford. — Works  by  L.  B.  Walford, 
Author  of  ‘  Mr.  Smith  ’. 

The  Mischief  of  Monica:  a  Novel. 
Cr.  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

The  One  Good  Guest:  a  Story.  Cr. 
8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

West. — Half-Hours  with  the  Million¬ 
aires  :  Showing  how  much  harder  it  is 
to  spend  a  million  than  to  make  it. 
Edited  by  B.  B.  West.  Cr.  8vo.,  65. 


Stevenson  and  Osbourne. — The  Wrong 
Box.  By  Robert  Louis  Stevenson  and 
Lloyd  Osbourne.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Sturgis. — After  Twenty  Years,  and 
other  Stories.  By  Julian  Sturgis. 
Cr.  8vo.,  6s. 


Weyman. — Works  by  Stanley  J.  Wey- 
man. 

The  House  of  the  Wolf  :  a  Romance. 

Cr.  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

A  Gentleman  of  France.  3  vols. 
Cr.  8vo.  255.  6 d. 


Popular  Science  (Natural  History,  &e.). 


Butler. — Our  Household  Insects.  An 
Account  of  the  Insect-Pests  found  in 
Dwelling-Houses.  By  Edward  A.  Butler, 
B.A.,  B.Sc.  (Lond.).  With  113  Illustra¬ 
tions.  Crown  8vo.,  65. 

Furneaux.— The  Outdoor  World  ;  or 
The  Young  Collector’s  Handbook.  By  W. 
Furneaux,  F.R.G.S.  With  18  Plates,  16 
of  which  are  coloured,  and  549  Illustrations 
in  the  Text.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 


Hartwig. — Works  by  Dr.  George  Hart- 
wig. 

1  he  Sea  and  its  Living  Wonders 
With  12  Plates  and  303  Woodcuts.  8vo., 
75.  net. 

The  Tropical  World.  With  8  Plates 
and  172  Woodcuts.  8vo.,  75.  net. 

The  Polar  World.  With  3  Maps,  8 
Plates  and  85  Woodcuts.  8vo.,  75.  net. 
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Popular  Seienee  (Natural  History,  &e.) — continued. 


Hartwig. — Works  by  Dr.  George  Hart- 

wig — co  lit  in  ucd. 

The  Subterranean  World.  With  3 
Maps  and  80  Woodcuts.  8vo.,  7 5.  net. 

The  Aerial  World.  With  Map,  8 
Plates  and  60  Woodcuts.  8vo.,  7 5.  net. 

Heroes  of  the  Polar  World.  19 
Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  25. 

Wonders  of  the  Tropical  Forests. 
40  Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  2s. 

Workers  under  the  Ground.  29 

Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  2s. 

Marvels  Over  our  Heads.  29  Illus¬ 
trations.  Cr.  8vo.,  25. 

Sea  Monsters  and  Sea  Birds.  75 

Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

Denizens  of  the  Deep.  117  Illustra¬ 
tions.  Cr.  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

Volcanoes  and  Earthquakes.  30 

Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

Wild  Animals  of  the  Tropics.  66 
Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Helmholtz.  —  Popular  Lectures  on 

Scientific  Subjects.  By  Hermann  von 

Helmholtz.  With  6S  Woodcuts.  2  vols. 

Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d.  each. 

Lydekker. — Phases  of  Animal  Life, 

Past  and  Present.  By.  R.  Lydekker, 

B.A.  With  82  Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  65. 

Proctor. — Works  by  Richard  A.  Proctor. 

Light  Science  for  Leisure  Hours. 
Familiar  Essays  on  Scientific  Subjects.  3 
vols.  Cr.  8vo.,  55.  each. 

Chance  and  Luck  :  a  Discussion  of 
the  Laws  of  Luck,  Coincidence,  Wagers, 
Lotteries  and  the  Fallacies  of  Gambling, 
&c.  Cr.  8vo.,  25.  boards.  25.  6 d.  cloth. 

Rough  Ways  made  Smooth.  Familiar 
Essays  on  Scientific  Subjects.  Cr.  8vo.,  55. 
Silver  Library  Edition.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Pleasant  Ways  in  Science.  Cr.  8vo.,  5s. 
Silver  Library  Edition.  Cr.  3vo.,  35.  6 d. 

The  Great  Pyramid,  Observatory, 
Tomb  and  Temple.  With  Illustrations. 
Cr.  8vo.,  55. 

Nature  Studies.  By  R.  A.  Proctor, 
Grant  Allen,  A.  Wilson,  T.  Foster 
and  E.  Clodd.  Cr.  8vo.,  55.  Silver 
Library  Edition.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 


Proctor. — Works  by  Richard  A.  Proctor. 

— continued. 

Leisure  Readings.  By  R.  A.  Proc¬ 
tor,  E.  Clodd,  A.  Wilson,  T.  Foster 
and  A.  C.  Ranyard.  Cr.  8vo. ,  55. 

Stanley. — A  Familiar  History  of  Birds. 

By  E.  Stanley,  D.D.,  formerly  Bishop  of 

Norwich.  With  Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo., 

35.  6 d. 

Wood. — Works  by  the  Rev.  J.  G.  Wood. 

Homes  without  Hands  :  a  Description 
of  the  Habitation  of  Animals,  classed 
according  to  the  Principle  of  Construc¬ 
tion.  With  140  Illustrations.  8vo.,  75., 
net. 

Insects  at  Home:  a  Popular  Account 
of  British  Insects,  their  Structure,  Habits 
and  Transformations.  With  700  Illustra¬ 
tions.  8vo. ,  75.  net. 

Insects  Abroad  :  a  Popular  Account 
of  Foreign  Insects,  their  Structure,  Habits 
and  Transformations.  With  600  Illustra¬ 
tions.  8vo.,  7 5.  net. 

Bible  Animals  :  a  Description  of  every 
Living  Creatures  mentioned  in  the  Scrip¬ 
tures.  With  1 12  Illustrations.  8vo.,  7 5. 
net. 

Petland  Revisited.  With  33  Illus¬ 
trations.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Out  of  Doors;  a  Selection  of  Original 
Articles  on  Practical  Natural  History. 
With  11  Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Strange  Dwellings  :  a  Description  of 
the  Habitations  of  Animals,  abridged  from 
1  Homes  without  Hands  ’.  With  60  Illus¬ 
trations.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Bird  Life  of  the  Bible.  32  Illustra¬ 
tions.  Cr.  8vo. ,  35.  6 d. 

Wonderful  Nests.  30  Illustrations. 
Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Homes  under  the  Ground.  28  Illus¬ 
trations.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Wild  Animals  of  the  Bible.  29 
Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Domestic  Animals  of  the  Bible.  23 
Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

The  Branch  Builders.  28  Illustra¬ 
tions.  Cr.  8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

Social  Habitations  and  Parasitic 
Nests.  18  Illustrations.  Cr.  8vo.,  25. 
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Works  of 

Maunder’s  (Samuel)  Treasuries. 

Biographical  Treasury.  With  Sup¬ 
plement  brought  down  to  1889.  By  Rev. 
James  Wood.  Fcp.  8vo.,  65. 

Treasury  of  Natural  History:  or, 
Popular  Dictionary  of  Zoology.  With 
900  Woodcuts.  Fcp.  8vo.,  6s. 

Treasury  of  Geography,  Physical, 
Historical,  Descriptive,  and  Political. 
With  7  Maps  and  16  Plates.  Fcp.  8vo., 
6s. 

The  Treasury  of  Bible  Knowledge. 
By  the  Rev.  J.  Ayre,  M.A.  With  5 
Maps,  15  Plates,  and  300  Woodcuts. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  6s. 

Historical  Treasury:  Outlines  of 
Universal  History,  Separate  Histories  of 
all  Nations.  Fcp.  8vo.,  6s. 

Treasury  of  Knowledge  and  Library 
of  Reference.  Comprising  an  English 
Dictionary  and  Grammar,  Universal 
Gazeteer,  Classical  Dictionary,  Chrono¬ 
logy,  Law  Dictionary,  &c.  Fcp.  8vo..  6s. 


Children 

Crake. — Works  by  Rev.  A.  D.  Crake. 

Edwy  the  Fair  ;  or,  The  First  Chro¬ 
nicle  of  ZEscendune.  Crown  8vo.,2s.  6 d. 

Alfgar  the  Dane  :  or,  the  Second 
Chronicle  of  ZEscendune.  Cr.  8vo.  2s.  6d. 

The  Rival  Heirs  :  being  the  Third 
and  Last  Chronicle  of  ZEscendune.  Cr. 
8vo.,  2s.  6 d. 

The  House  of  Walderne.  A  Tale  of 
the  Cloister  and  the  Forest  in  the  Days 
of  the  Barons’  Wars.  Crown  8vo.,  2s.  6 d. 

Brian  Fitz-Count.  A  Story  of  Walling¬ 
ford  Castle  and  Dorchester  Abbey.  Cr. 
8vo.,  2s.  6 d. 

Ingelow. — Very  Young,  and  Quite  An¬ 
other  Story.  Two  Stories.  By  Jean 

Ingelow.  Crown  8vo.,  2s.  bd. 

Lang. — Works  edited  by  Andrew  Lang. 

The  Blue  Fairy  Book.  With  8  Plates 
and  130  Illustrations  in  the  Text  by  H.  J. 
Ford  and  G.  P.  Jacomb  Hood.  Crown 
8vo,,  6s. 

The  Red  Fairy  Book.  With  4  Plates 
and  96  Illustrations  in  the  Text  by  H.  J. 
Ford  and  Lancelot  Speed.  Crown 
8vo.,  6s. 


Reference. 

Maunder’s  (Samuel)Treasuries-to«fi«M^. 

Scientific  and  Literary  Treasury. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  6s. 

The  Treasury  of  Botany.  Edited  by 
J.  Lindley,  F.R.S.,  and  T.  Moore,  F.L.S. 
With  274  Woodcuts  and  20  Steel  Plates. 
2  vols.  Fcp.  8vo.,  12s. 

Roget. — Thesaurus  of  English  Words 
and  Phrases.  Classified  and  Arranged  so 
as  to  Facilitate  the  Expression  of  Ideas 
and  assist  in  Literary  Composition.  By 
Peter  Mark  Roget,  M.D.,  F.R.S.  Re¬ 
composed  throughout,  enlarged  and  im¬ 
proved,  partly  from  the  Author’s  Notes,  and 
with  a  full  Index,  by  the  Author’s  Son, 
John  Lewis  Roget.  Crown  8vo.,  10s.  6 d. 

Willich. — Popular  Tables  for  giving  in- 
information  for  ascertaining  the  value  oF 
Lifehold,  Leasehold,  and  Church  Property, 
the  Public  Funds,  &c.  By  Charles  M. 
Willich.  Edited  by  H.  Bence  Jones. 
Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 


s  Books. 

Lang. — Works  edited  by  Andrew  Lang. 

— continued. 

The  Green  Fairy  Book.  With  11 
Plates  and  88  Illustrations  in  the  Text  by 
H.  J.  Ford  and  L.  Bogle.  Crown  8vo., 
6  s. 

The  Blue  Poetry  Book.  With  12 
Plates  and  88  Illustrations  in  the  Text  by 
H.  J.  Ford  and  Lancelot  Speed.  Cr. 
8vo.,  6s. 

The  Blue  Poetry  Book.  School  Edi¬ 
tion,  without  Illustrations.  Fcp.  8vo., 
25.  bd. 

The  True  Story  Book.  With  8  Plates 
and  58  Illustrations  in  the  Text,  by  H.  J. 
Ford,  Lucien  Davis,  C.  H.  M.  Kerr, 
Lancelot  Speed,  and  Lockhart  Bogle. 
Cr.  8vo.,  65. 

Meade.— Works  by  L.  T.  Meade. 

Daddy  s  Boy.  With  Illustrations. 
Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Deb  and  the  Duchess.  With  Illus¬ 
trations  by  M.  E.  Edwards.  Crown  8vo., 
3s.  6 d. 

The  Beresford  Prize.  With  Illustra¬ 
tions  by  M.  E.  Edwards.  Crown  8vo., 
5s ■ 
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Children’s  Books  — continued, . 


Molesworth,  — Works  by  Mrs.  Moles- 

WORTH. 


SlLVERTHORNS. 
8vo.,  5s. 

Illustrated. 

Crown 

The  Palace  in 
trated.  Crown 

the  Garden. 
8vo.,  55. 

Ulus- 

The  Third  Miss  St.  Quentin. 

8vo.,  25.  6 d. 

Crown 

Neighbours. 

Illustrated. 

Crown 

8vo.,  6s. 

The  Story  of  a  Spring  Morning,  &c. 
Illustrated.  Crown  8vo.,  2 s.  6 d. 


Reader. — Voices  from  Flower-Land  : 
a  Birthday  Book  and  Language  of  Flowers. 
By  Emily  E.  Reader.  Illustrated  by  Ada 
Brooke.  Royal  i6mo.,  cloth,  25.  6 d. ; 
vegetable  vellum,  35.  6 d. 

Stevenson. — Works  by  Robert  Louis 
Stevenson. 

A  Child’s  Garden  of  Verses.  Small 
Fcp.  8vo.,  5s. 

A  Child’s  Garland  of  Songs, 
Gathered  from  ‘  A  Child’s  Garden  of 
Verses  ’.  Set  to  Music  by  C.  Villiers 
Stanford,  Mus.  Doc.  4to.,  2 5.  sewed  ; 
3s.  6 d.,  cloth  gilt. 


The  Silver  Library. 

Crown  8vo.  3s.  6 d.  each  Volume. 


Baker’s  (Sir  S.  W.)  Eight  Years  in  Ceylon. 

With  6  Illustrations.  35.  6 d. 

Baker’s  (Sir  S.  W.)  Rifle  and  Hound  in  Ceylon. 

With  6  Illustrations,  35.  6 d. 

Baring-Gould’s  (Rev.  S.)  Curious  Myths  of  the 
Middle  Ages.  35.  6 d. 

Baring-Gould’s  (ReY.  S.)  Origin  and  Develop¬ 
ment  of  Religious  Belief.  2  vols.  35.  6d.  each. 
Brassey’s  (Lady)  A  Voyage  in  the  ‘  Sunbeam 
With  66  Illustrations.  35.  6 d. 

Clodd’s  (E.)  Story  of  Creation:  a  Plain  Accoun1 
of  Evolution.  With  77  Illustrations.  35.  6d. 
Conybeare  (Rev.  W.  J.)  and  Howson’s  (Very 
Rev.  J.  S.)  Life  and  Epistles  of  St.  Paul. 
46  Illustrations.  35.  6 d. 

Dougall’s  (L.)  Beggars  All :  a  Novel.  3.;.  6 d. 
Doyle’s  (A.  Conan)  Micah  Clarke.  A  Tale  of 
Monmouth’s  Rebellion,  35.  6 d. 

Doyle’s  (A.  Conan)  The  Captain  of  the  Polestar, 
and  other  Tales.  35.  6 d. 

Froude’s  (J.  A.)  Short  Studies  on  Great  Sub¬ 
jects.  4  vols.  35.  6 d.  each. 

Froude’s  (J.  A.)  Ceesar :  a  Sketch,  35.  6 d. 
Froude’s  (J.  A.)  Thomas  Carlyle :  a  History  of 
his  Life. 

2  vols.  is- 
1834-1881.  2  vols.  75. 

Froude’s  (J.  A.)  The  Two  Chiefs  of  Dunboy :  an 

Irish  Romance  of  the  Last  Century.  35.  6 d. 
Froude’s  (J.  A.)  The  History  of  England,  from 
the  Fall  of  Wolsey  to  the  Defeat  of  the 
Spanish  Armada.  12  vols.  35.  6 d.  each. 
Gleig’s  (Rev.  G.  R.)  Life  of  the  Duke  of 
Wellington.  With  Portrait.  35.  6 d. 
Haggard’s  (H.  R.)  She  :  A  History  of  Adventure. 

32  Illustrations.  35.  6 d. 

Haggard’s  (H.  R.)  Allan  Quatermain.  With 
20  Illustrations.  35.  6 d. 


Haggard’s  (H.  R.)  Colonel  Quaritch,  V.C.  :  a 
Tale  of  Country  Life.  y.  6 d. 

Haggard’s  (H.  R.)  Cleopatra.  With  29  Full 
page  Illustrations,  y.  6 d. 

Haggard’s  (H.  R.)  Eric  Brighteyes.  With  51 
Illustrations.  35.  6 d. 

Haggard’s  (H.  R.)  Beatrice.  35.  6 d. 

Harte's  (Bret)  In  the  Garquinez  Woods  and 
other  Stories.  35.  6 d. 

Helmholtz’s  (Hermann  von)  Popular  Lectures 
on  Scientific  Subjects.  With  68  Woodcuts. 
2  vols.  35.  6d.  each. 

Howitt’s  (W.)  Visits  to  Remarkable  Places. 

80  Illustrations.  35.  6 d. 

Jefferies’  (R.)  The  Story  of  My  Heart  :  My 
Autobiography.  With  Portrait.  35.  6 d. 
Jefferies’  (R.)  Field  and  Hedgerow.  Last 
Essays  of.  With  Portrait.  3.?.  6 d. 

Jefferies’  (R.)  Red  Deer.  With  17  Illustrations 
by  J.  Charlton  and  H.  Tunaly.  35.  6 d. 
Jefferies’  (R.)  Wood  Magic:  a  Fable.  With 
Frontispiece  and  Vignette  by  E.  V.  B.  35.  6 d. 
Jefferies  (R.)  The  Toilers  of  the  Field.  With 
Portrait  from  the  Bust  in  Salisbury  Cathedral. 
y.  6  d. 

Knight’s  (E.  F.)  The  Cruise  of  the  ‘  Alerte  ’ : 
the  Narrative  of  a  Search  for  Treasure  on 
the  Desert  Island  of  Trinidad.  With  2 
Maps  and  23  Illustrations.  35.  6 d. 

Lang’s  (A.)  Custom  and  Myth :  Studies  of  Early 
Usage  and  Belief.  35.  6 d. 

Lees  (J.  A.)  and  Clutterbuck’s  (W.  J.)  B.  C. 
1887,  A  Ramble  in  British  Columbia.  With 
Maps  and  75  Illustrations.  35.  6 d. 
Macaulay’s  (Lord)  Essays  and  Lays  of  Ancient 
Rome.  With  Portrait  and  Illustration. 
3 l  6rf. 

Macleod’s  (H.  D.)  The  Elements  of  Banking. 

3s-  6a- 
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The  Silver  Library  —  continued. 


Marshman’s  (J.  C.)  Memoirs  of  Sir  Henry 
Havelock.  35.  6 d. 

Max  Miiller’s  (P.)  India,  what  can  it  teach  us  ? 

3-r.  6d. 

Max  Miiller’s  (F.)  Introduction  to  the  Science 
of  Religion.  35.  6 d. 

Merivale’s  (Dean)  History  of  the  Romans 
under  the  Empire.  8  vols.  3.?.  6 d.  each. 
Mill’s  (J.  S.)  Principles  of  Political  Economy. 

35.  6 d. 

Mill’s  (J.  S.)  System  of  Logic.  35.  6 d. 

Milner's  (Geo.)  Country  Pleasures  :  the  Chroni¬ 
cle  of  a  Year  chiefly  in  a  Garden.  35.  6 d. 
Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Apologia  Pro  YitS  Sua. 

35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Historical  Sketches.  3 

vols.  35.  6 d.  each. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Callista :  a  Tale  of  the 
Third  Century.  35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Loss  and  Gain :  a  Tale. 
35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Essays,  Critical  and 

Historical.  2  vols.  ys. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  An  Essay  on  the 

Development  of  Christian  Doctrine.  35.  6 d. 
Newman’s  (Cardinal)  The  Arians  of  the 

Fourth  Century.  35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Verses  on  Various 

Occasions.  35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  The  Present  Position  of 
Catholics  in  England.  35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Parochial  and  Plain 
Sermons.  8  vols.  35.  6d.  each. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Selection,  adapted  to  the 
Seasons  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Year,  from  the 

1  Parochial  and  Plain  Sermons  ’.  35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Sermons  bearing  upon 

Subjects  of  the  Day.  35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Difficulties  felt  by 
Anglicans  in  Catholic  Teaching  Considered. 

2  vols.  35.  6 d.  each. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  The  Idea  of  a  University 
Defined  and  Illustrated.  35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Biblical  and  Ecclesias¬ 
tical  Miracles.  35.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Discussions  and  Argu¬ 
ments  on  Various  Subjects.  35.  6 d. 


Cookery,  Domestic 

Acton. — Modern  Cookery.  By  Eliza 
Acton.  With  150  Woodcuts.  Fcp.  8vo., 
4s.  6 d. 

Bull. — Works  by  Thomas  Bull,  M.D. 

Hints  to  Mothers  on  the  Manage¬ 
ment  of  their  Health  during  the 
Period  of  Pregnancy.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 

The  Maternal  Management  of  Chil¬ 
dren  in  Health  and  Disease.  Fcp. 
8vo.,  is.  6 d. 


Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Grammar  of  Assent. 

3s.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Fifteen  Sermons 
Preached  before  the  University  of  Gxford. 

3s.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Lectures  on  the  Doctrine 
of  Justification.  3s.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Sermons  on  Various 
Occasions.  3s.  6 d. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  The  Via  Media  of  the 
Anglican  Church,  illustrated  in  Lectures,  &c. 
2  vols.  3s.  6 d.  each. 

Newman’s  (Cardinal)  Discourses  to  Mixed 
Congregations.  3s.  6 d. 

Phillipps-Wolley’s  (C.)  Snap  :  a  Legend  of  the 
Lone  Mountain.  With  13  Illustrations. 
35.  6  d. 

Proctor’s  (R.  A.)  The  Orbs  Around  Us:  Essays 
on  the  Moon  and  Planets,  Meteors  and 
Comets,  the  Sun  and  Coloured  Pairs  of  Suns. 
31.  6 d. 

Proctor’s  (R.  A.)  The  Expanse  of  Heaven  t 

Essays  on  the  Wonders  of  the  Firmament. 
35.  6  d. 

Proctor’s  (R,  A.)  Other  Worlds  than  Ours.  35.6a'. 
Proctor’s  (R.  A.)  Rough  Ways  ma.de  Smooth. 

3s-  6 d. 

Proctor’s  (R.  A.)  Pleasant  Ways  in  Science. 

31.  6  d. 

Proctor’s  (R.  A.)  Myths  and  Marvels  of  As¬ 
tronomy.  31.  6  d. 

Proctor’s  (R.  A.)  Nature  Studies.  3 s.  6 d. 

Smith  (R.  Bosworth)  Carthage  and  the  Cartha¬ 
ginians.  With  Maps,  Plans,  &c.  31.  6 d. 
Stanley’s  (Bishop)  Familiar  History  of  Birds. 

160  Illustrations.  31.  6 d. 

Stevenson  (R.  L.)  and  Osbourne’s  (Li.)  The 
Wrong  Box.  31.  6 d. 

Weyman's  (Stanley  J.)  The  House  of  the 
Wolf:  a  Romance.  31.  6d. 

Wood's  (Rev.  J.  G.)  Petland  Revisited.  With 

33  Illustrations.  3 s.  6d. 

Wood’s  (Rev.  J.  G.)  Strange  Dwellings.  With 

60  Illustrations.  31.  6 d. 

Wood’s  (Rev.  J.  G.)  Out  of  Doors.  11  Illustra¬ 
tions.  31.  6  d. 


Management,  ete. 

De  Sails. — Works  by  Mrs.  De  Salis. 

Cakes  and  Confections  a  la  Mode. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  15.  6 d. 

Dogs  ;  A  Manual  for  Amateurs.  Fcp. 
8  vo. 

Dressed  Game  and  Poultry  X  la 
Mode.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 

Dressed  Vegetables  X  la  Mode. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  15.  6 d. 

Drinks  X  la  Mode.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 
Entries  X  la  Mode.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6 </. 
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Cookery  and  Domestic 

De  Salis. — Works  by  Mrs.  De  Salis — cont. 
Floral  Decorations.  Suggestions 
and  Descriptions.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 
New-laid  Eggs  :  Hints  for  Amateur 
Poultry  Rearers.  Fcp.  8vo.,  15.  6 d. 
Oysters  a  la  Mode.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6d. 
Puddings  and  Pastry  X  la  Mode. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 

Savouries  a  la  Mode.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 
Soups  and  Dressed  Fish  X  la  Mode. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 

Sweets  and  Supper  Dishes  X  la 
Mode.  Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6d. 

Tempting  Dishes  for  Small  Incomes. 
Fcp.  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 

Wrinkles  and  Notions  for  every 
Household.  Crown  8vo.,  is.  6 d. 


Management — continued. 

Harrison. — Cookery  for  Busy  Lives 
and  Small  Incomes.  By  Mary  Harri¬ 
son.  Crown  8vo.,  is. 

Lear. — Maigre  Cookery.  By  H.  L. 
Sidney  Lear.  i6mo.,  2 s. 

Poole.—  Cookesy  for  the  Diabetic.  By 
W.  H.  and  Mrs.  Poole.  With  Preface  by 
Dr.  Pavy.  Fcp.  8vo.,  2s.  6 d. 

Walker. — A  Handbook  for  Mothers  : 
being  Simple  Hints  to  Women  on  the 
Management  of  their  Health  during  Preg¬ 
nancy  and  Confinement,  together  with 
Plain  Directions  as  to  the  Care  of  Infants. 
By  Jane  H.  Walker,  L.R.C.P.  and  L.M., 
L.R.C.S.  and  M.D.  (Brux).  Crown  8vo., 
2s.  6 d. 


Miscellaneous  and  Critical  Works. 


Allingham. — Varieties  in  Prose.  By 
William  Allingham.  3  vols.  Crown  8vo., 
18s.  (Vols.  1  and  2,  Rambles,  by  Patricius 
Walker.  Vol.  3,  Irish  Sketches,  etc.) 

Armstrong.— Essays  and  Sketches.  By 
Edmund  J.  Armstrong.  Fcp.  8vo.,  5s. 

Bagehot. — Literary  Studies.  By 
Walter  Bagehot.  2  vols.  8vo.,  28s. 

Baring-G-ould.— Curious  Myths  of  the 
Middle  Ages.  By  Rev.  S.  Baring-Gould. 
Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Battye. — Pictures  in  Prose  of  Nature, 
Wild  Sport,  and  Humble  Life.  By 
Aubyn  Trevor  Battye,  B.A. 

Boyd  (‘  A.  K.  H.  B.  Works  by  A.  K.  H. 

Boyd,  D.D.,  LL.  D. 

Autumn  Holidays  of  a  Country 
Parson.  Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 
Commonplace  Philosopher.  Crown 
8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Critical  Essays  of  a  Country  Parson. 
Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

East  Coast  Days  and  Memories. 
Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Landscapes,  Churches  and  Morali¬ 
ties.  Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Leisure  Hours  in  Town.  Crown  8vo., 
35.  6d. 

Lessons  of  Middle  Age.  Crown  8vo., 
3s.  6 d. 

Our  Little  Life.  Two  Series.  Cr. 
8vo.,  3s.  6 d.  each. 

Our  Homely  Comedy:  and  Tragedy 
Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Recreations  of  a  Country  Parson. 
Three  Series.  Crown  8vo.,  3 s.  6 d.  each. 
Also  First  Series.  Popular  Ed.  8vo.,  6 d. 


Butler. — Works  by  Samuel  Butler. 

Op.  1.  Erewhon.  Cr.  8vo.,  5s. 

Op.  2.  The  Fair  Haven.  A  Work  in 
Defence  of  the  Miraculous  Element  in  our 
Lord’s  Ministry.  Cr.  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

Op.  3.  Life  and  Habit.  An  Essay 
after  a  Completer  View  of  Evolution. 
Cr.  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

Op.  4.  Evolution,  Old  and  New.  Cr. 
8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

Op.  5.  Unconscious  Memory.  Cr.  8vo., 
75.  6 d. 

Op.  6.  Alps  and  Sanctuaries  of  Pied¬ 
mont  and  Canton  Ticino.  Illustrated. 
Pott  4to.,  105.  6 d. 

Op.  7.  Selections  from  Ops.  1-6. 
With  Remarks  on  Mr.  Romanes’  1  Mental 
Evolution  in  Animals  ’.  Cr.  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

Op.  8.  Luck,  or  Cunning,  as  the 
Main  Means  of  Organic  Modification  ? 
Cr.  8vo.,  js.  6 d. 

Op.  9.  Ex  Voto.  An  Account  of  the 
Sacro  Monte  or  New  Jerusalem  at  Varallo- 
Sesia.  105.  6d. 

Holbein’s  ‘La  Danse’.  A  Note  on 
a  Drawing  called  1  La  Danse  ’.  35. 

Halliwell-Phillipps.— A  Calendar  of  the 
Halliwell-Phillipps’  Collection  of 
Shakespearean  Rarities.  Enlarged  by 
Ernest  E.  Baker,  F.S.A.  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

Hodgson. — Outcast  Essays  and  Verse 
Translations.  By  H.  Shadworth 
Hodgson.  Crown  8vo.,  85.  6 d. 
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Hullah.— Works  by  John  Hullah,  LL.D. 

Course  of  Lectures  on  the  History 
of  Modern  Music.  8vo.,  8i.  6 d. 
Course  of  Lectures  on  the  Transi¬ 
tion  Period  of  Musical  History.  8vo., 
105.  6 d. 

James. — Mining  Royalties:  their  Prac¬ 
tical  Operation  and  Effect.  By  Charles 
Ashworth  James,  of  Lincoln’s  Inn,  Bar- 
rister-at-Law.  Fcp.  4to. ,  5 5. 

Jefferies.— Works  by  Richard  Jefferies. 

Field  and  Hedgerow  :  last  Essays. 

With  Portrait.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

1  he  Story  of  My  Heart  :  my  Autobio¬ 
graphy.  With  Portrait  and  New  Preface 
by  C.  J.  Longman.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 
Red  Deer.  With  17  Illustrations 
by  J.  Charlton  and  H.  Tunaly.  Crown 
8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

The  Toilers  of  the  Field.  With 
Portrait  from  the  Bust  in  Salisbury 
Cathedral.  Crown  8vo.,  3s.  6 d. 

Wood  Magic:  a  Fable.  With  Frontis¬ 
piece  and  Vignette  by  E.  V.  B.  Crown 
8vo. ,  3 5.  6 d. 

Jewsbury. — Selections  from  the 
Letters  of  Geraldine  Endsor  Jews¬ 
bury  to  Jane  Welsh  Carlyle.  Edited 
by  Mrs.  Alexander  Ireland.  8vo.,  16s. 

Johnson. — The  Patentee’s  Manual  :  a 
Treatise  on  the  Law  and  Practice  of  Letters 
Patent.  By  J.  &  J.  H.  Johnson,  Patent 
Agents,  &c.  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

Lang. — Works  by  Andrew  Lang. 

Letters  to  Dead  Authors.  Fcp. 
8vo.,  25.  6 d.  net. 

Books  and  Bookmen.  With  2  Coloured 
Plates  and  17  Illustrations.  Fcp.  8vo., 
25.  6 d.  net. 

Old  Friends.  Fcp.  8vo.,  2s.  6d.  net. 
Letters  on  Literature.  Fcp.  8vo., 
25.  6 d.  net. 

Macfarren.— Lectures  on  Harmony. 
By  Sir  George  A.  Macfarren.  8vo.,  125. 

Max  Muller. — Works  by  F.  Max  Muller. 
Hibbert  Lectures  on  the  Origin  and 
Growth  of  Religion,  as  illustrated  by 
the  Religions  of  India.  Crown  8vo.,  75.  6 d. 

Introduction  to  the  Science  of  Re¬ 
ligion  :  Four  Lectures  delivered  at  the 
Royal  Institution.  Crown  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Natural  Religion.  The  Gifford  Lec¬ 
tures,  1888.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

Physical  Religion.  The  Gifford  Lec¬ 
tures,  1890.  Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 
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Max  Mtiller. — Works  by  F.  Max  Muller. 
— continued. 

Anthropological  Religion.  The 
Gifford  Lectures,  i8gi.  Cr.  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 
Theosophy  or  Psychological  Re¬ 
ligion.  The  Gifford  Lectures,  .  1892. 
Crown  8vo.,  105.  6 d. 

India  :  What  can  it  Teach  us  ? 
Cr.  8vo.,  35.  6 d. 

Mendelssohn. — The  Letters  of  Felix 
Mendelssohn.  Translated  by  Lady  Wal¬ 
lace.  2  vols.  Cr.  8vo.,  105. 

Milner. — Works  by  George  Milner. 
Country  Pleasures  :  the  Chronicle 
of  a  Year  chiefly  in  a  Garden.  Cr.  8vo., 
35.  bd. 

Studies  of  Nature  on  the  Coast  of 
Arran.  With  Illustrations  by  W.  Noel 
Johnson. 

Perring. — Hard  Knots  in  Shakespeare. 
By  Sir  Philip  Perring,  Bart.  8vo.,  75.  bd. 

Proctor. — Works  by  Richard  A.  Proctor. 

Strength  and  Happiness.  With  9 
Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  55. 

Strength  :  How  to  get  Strong  and 
keep  Strong,  with  Chapters  on  Rowing 
and  Swimming,  Fat,  Age,  and  the  Waist. 
With  g  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo.,  25. 

Richardson.  —  National  Health.  A 
Review  of  the  Works  of  Sir  Edwin  Chad¬ 
wick,  K.C.B.  By  Sir  B.  W.  Richardson,. 
M.D.  Cr.,  45.  bd. 

Roget. — A  History  of  the  ‘  Old  Water- 
Colour  ’  Society  (now  the  Royal  Society 
of  Painters  in  Water-Colours).  By  John 
Lewis  Roget.  2  vols.  Royal  8vo.,  425. 

Rossetti.— A  Shadow  of  Dante  :  being 
an  Essay  towards  studying  Himself,  his 
World  and  his  Pilgrimage.  By  Maria 
Francesca  Rossetti.  With  Illustrations 
and  with  designs  on  cover  by  Dante 
Gabriel  Rossetti.  Cr.  8vo.,  105.  bd. 

Southey. — Correspondence  with  Caro¬ 
line  Bowles.  By  Robert  Southey. 
Edited  by  E.  Dowden.  8vo.,  145. 

Wallaschek.— Primitive  Music:  an  In¬ 
quiry  into  the  Origin  and  Development  of 
Music,  Songs,  Instruments,  Dances,  and 
Pantomimes  of  Savage  Races.  By  Richard 
Wallaschek.  With  Musical  Examples. 
8vo.,  125.  bd. 

West. — Wills,  and  How  Not  to  Make 
Them.  With  a  Selection  of  Leading  Cases. 
By  B.  B.  West,  Author  of  “  Half-Hours 
with  the  Millionaires”.  Fcp.  8vo.,  25.  bd.. 
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